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N behalf of the Palestine Arab delegation, I desire to 

express to you our gratefulness for the oppurtunity 

you have kindly offered us to lay our case before 
you with the sincere hope that a just and lasting solution 
will be the outcome of your deliberations. 

The Palestine Arab case is simple and self-evident. In- 
deed, it hardly needs elaboration. It is based on the high 
principles of international justice which are upheld by the 
civilized world. It is that of a people who desire tc live in 
undisturbed possession of their country, in which they have 
continually existed and with which they have become inex- 
tricably interwoven. 

The Arabs of Palestine are there where Providence and 
history have placed them. As all other nations, they are 
entitled to live in freedom and peace and to develop their 
country in accordance with their traditions and in harmony 
with universal conceptions of justice and equity. If this 
universal right of all nations, in our world of today, cannot 
be questioned, the Arabs of Palestine are unable to under- 
stand why theirs should be questioned and submitted con- 
stantly to investigation and fact-finding. 

We have one glaring, all-embracing fact: That we are 
there and have always been there in actual possession of our 
own country,’ and we have one binding, lawful and sacred 
duty: To defend it against all aggression. We ask for no 
favors and we desire nothing that is not ours by birthright. 

The Zionists are conducting an aggressive campaign, in 
fact, an invasion. For no matter with what apparel it is 
clothed, religious, humanitarian, or political, the Zionist 
movement for the possession of Palestine is nothing but an 
invasion that aims, by force, at securing and dominating a 
country that is not theirs by birthright. 


“THe Case In A NUTSHELL” 


On one side, therefore, there is self-defense; on the other 
side, an aggression. The raison d’etre of the United Nations 
is to assist self-defense against aggression. 


This is the case before you in a nutshell. 

Investigation and fact-finding should have, by all means, 
been set afoot a long time ago, with the Zionist invaders 
who carry out this act of aggression and with Great Britain 
who enforces it at the points of their bayonets. When in- 
quiries are conducted for the removal of such wicked injus- 
tices, they are understandable and commendable. But when 
they take the course of finding ways and means to cover and 
justify aggressive acts and to recommend unjust and absurd 
projects, they become hazardous and futile. 

Nevertheless, our rights and patrimony have been the 
subject of close scrutiny and investigation for not less than 
eighteen times in twenty-five years. During the last eighteen 
months alone, our case has been examined in its minutest 
detail four times before commissions of inquiry and at official 
conferences. All to no purpose. No, to worse than no 
purpose. 

For on most of these occasions, we were subjected to the 
humiliation of attending sessions in which the most prepos- 
terous and impudent claims were made on our country and 
against our birthright, and the most revolting accusations 
leveled against our nation. These commissions of inquiry 
have submitted recommendations that either reduced our 
national and legal rights, or have complacently glided over 
them. In most cases, such few recommendations as were 
made in our favor were ignored by the mandatory, those in 
favor of the Zionists were carefully enforced. 

Is it, therefore, strange or improper that we should abstain 
from being led into this course of investigation and fact- 
finding for the nineteenth time? 


FaitH In U.N. 


It is for this and other reasons that were duly communi- 
cated to the United Nations that we refused to appear before 
the special fact-finding committee on Palestine. Otherwise, 
I desire to assure you in the name of the commitee that repre- 
sents the Arabs of Palestine of our great veneration for your 
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august body, and to impress upon you the fact that we look 
to the United Nations for justice and equity, and we pin 
our faith and find our salvation in its Charter. 

I desire, further, to make it clear to you, that in our life 
or death struggle against the Zionist invasion, we have noth- 
ing in common with anti-Semitism. Anti-Semitism has been 
the product of intolerance in the West, when the Arab world 
was one of the Jews’ rare havens of refuge. 

Pogroms never occurred, and ghettos never existed in Arab 
territories. In their history, excluding those years of Zionist 
invasion, the Jews have never had a more humane benefactor 
and understanding neighbor than the Arab. In Palestine, 
we have no record of a single clash with the small Jewish 
community, before the British occupation, because there ex- 
isted no political designs over our country. 

That atmosphere of neighborliness was poisoned by the 
Balfour Declaration and by the aggressive spirit it created in 
the Jewish community which became, since then, the pam- 
pered child of the British Government. The Balfour 
Declaration was the germ that Great Britain injected in the 
body of the Holy Land, and made it the victim of an ever- 
heightening fever. 

The Zionist claims over Palestine to which the Jewish 
position in the Diaspora and their political influence in the 
capitals of the world gave undue support, have no legal or 
moral basis. 

The Zionist case is based on the association of the Jews 
with Palestine 2,000 years ago. History relates that before 
that remote period, the Jews had a little kingdom in a part 
of Palestine which did not survive for more than 250 years. 

If that claim can have any legal or moral value, then we 
Arabs could have better and stronger claims over Spain, 
parts of France, Turkey, Persia, Afghanistan and even parts 
of India, Russia and China. In all these territories our ban- 
ner flew for years and centuries, and in most of them we 
left monuments that still stand to tell the world of today 
the story of our civilization. 

Furthermore, world Jewry cannot rightly claim to be one 
race composed of descendants of Israel. History, as affirmed 
in the Jewish encyclopedia, establishes that western Jews, 
known as Ashkenazines, are the descendants of the Khazars, 
who were converted to Judaism. 

The main descendants of Israel are the Sepharadim who 
are the eastern Jews, most of whom have lived and still live 
in the Arab world, enjoying the same rights and privileges 
as other inhabitants. Most of these have denounced Zionism. 

It is, therefore, important to observe that the claim to 
Palestine based on “historical association” is being pressed by 
western Jews, the descendants of the Khazars, whose fore- 
fathers never had any connection with Palestine. The Zion- 
ist historical association with Palestine may be a reminiscent 
dream, but can have no practical value. 

In the second place, the Zionists say that they have a 
special religious connection with Palestine. True, and so 
do the Moslems and Christians. But this does not give any 
of them a claim for the possession and domination of the 
country. 

ReELicious FREEDOM 


Free religious practice has never been questioned by the 
Arabs of Palestine, free access to holy places in accordance 
with accepted ordinary rules of decorum are universally 
allowed. But these religious rights can give no secular claim 
to any nation in any country. 

In the third place, the Zionists claim the establishment of 
a Jewish national home by virtue of the Balfour Declaration. 
Great Britain, however, has never owned Palestine to dis- 





pose of it. It occupied Palestine in the name of the Allies 
with whom the Arabs were associated. Arab troops have 
played their assigned part in that occupation. When the 
British Army entered Palestine, the United Kingdom de- 
clared to the world that they entered it as liberators and not 
as conquerors. 

The Balfour Declaration that contradicts the Covenant 
of the League of Nations, and is now standing between 
democracy and the Holy Land, is an immoral, unjust and 
illegal promise. It is immoral because it was made behind 
the back of the inhabitants of the country, and was dia- 
metrically opposed to previous pledges given to them by the 
same government. It is unjust, because it aims at the na- 
tional destruction of a friendly people. It is illegal because 
it was a gift that was not the property of the giver. 

Great Britain maintained that the said promise contains 
two obligations, the one to establish a Jewish national home, 
and che other to safeguard the rights of the indigenous popu- 
lation. No one could seriously suppose that the establishment 
of a national home for a people on top of the national home 
of another people could be achieved without undermining 
their rights and interests. 

Great Britain, therefore, has given a pledge that was null 
and void ab initio. Old Shylock’s bond has been reproduced 
by Great Britain on the political stage, with the differences 
that the victim was not the debtor. As Shylock could not 
carve out his pound of flesh from the body of his debtor 
without spilling his blood, so Great Britain cannot fulfill 
her promise to the Jews without destroying Arab rights. 


ENp TO DECLARATION 


The Balfour Declaration, therefore, and its incorporation 
in the mandate, must be doomed as the most wicked and 
inapplicable policy that ever existed. If justice is to be done, 
it must go. 

The story of the Arabs of Palestine is the story of the 
political destruction of a nation. During the last thirty 
years, the hardships they underwent, and the ‘injustices in- 
flicted upon them, must one day pierce the smoke screen of 
false Zionist propaganda and British pretentions and hold 
the attention and sympathy of the world. 

Great Britain, as one of the greatest powers, and the 
Zionist organization, the most influential association in the 
capitals of the world, have joined hands, thirty years ago, 
to execute a policy in Palestine that aims at the destruction 
of the national existence of its Arab owners. 

In 1918, when this policy of wholesale destruction was 
set afoot, Palestine was 93 per cent Arab in population, lan- 
guage, traditions and aspirations. ‘This overwhelming, all- 
prevailing Arab atmosphere was to be overturned for the 
establishment of the Jewish forthcoming national home. 
The process would embrace the political, economic and ad- 
ministrative life of the whole country. Stringent measures 
of coercion would be used whenever the Arab victims of the 
policy put up resistance. 

The two powerful allies had one point of difference in the 
execution of their destructive policy, and that was one of 
method and duration. This difference continued to grow 
since 1920, until it has waxed in the present campaign of 
Jewish terrorism. But there was no difference in substance. 

The Zionists would destroy the Arab structure in Palestine 
precipitately by successive quick blows. The British would 
only dissolve and liquidate the Arab national existence in 
Palestine by leisurely and smoother means, and would carry 
out the policy in their own way by degrees and installments. 
They would, when possible, serve the poisonous pill sugar- 
coated. 
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I shall not tax your patience at the present juncture by 
going over the details that may be required to clarify and 
substantiate my statement, but I shall limit myself to the 
main lines of this policy, and submit typical examples and 
results. ‘The Palestine Arab delegation will be pleased to 
supply information in more detail on any point that may 
need more clarification. 


Since the middle of the last century, a wave of national 
awakening overtook Syria, of which Palestine was only the 
southern part. Secret organizations were formed in the 
principal towns and cities, to realize the idea of an inde- 
pendent Arab state to be formed of all the Arab territories 
of the Ottoman Empire. 


The Ottoman Government, in which the Arabs enjoyed 
the same rights as the Turks, in the same manner as the 
Scots, for instance, enjoy the same rights as the English in 
the United Kingdom, put up a lengthy and severe fight 
against the movement in one direction, and tried to appease 
the Arabs in the other. 


Elected administrative councils and representative law 
courts were established all over the empire. Modern popu- 
lar municipal councils and educational committees were 
formed. Later, local provincial councils were elected with 
powers of legislation, to initiate a new policy of decentraliza- 
tion leading to self-government in all Arab territories, in- 
cluding Palestine. 


The Ottoman Parliament received Arab representatives 
in the same proportion as the Turks. Yet, the Arabs would 
have no substitute for their complete independence, and their 
separation movement spread in length and breadth. 


The first World War offered a favorable opportunity for 
the realization of this Arab aim. At the cost of severe hard- 
ships, in which many of their best leaders were sent to the 
gallows or thrown in prisons, the Arabs managed to open 
negotiations with Great Britain, through their accepted 
representative, the Sherif Hussein of Mecca. 


ASSISTANCE Pact oF 1916 


In 1916, they came to an agreement with Great Britain, 
in which the latter took upon herself the obligation to assist 
the Arabs in regaining their independence and te recognize 
it officially for an Arab uprising in the face of the Turks 
arid Arab cooperation with the Allies. In the agreement 
there was no mention, direct or indirect, of the exclusion of 
Palestine. 

When the Arab revolt started, British airplanes dropped 
leaflets to the Arabs of Palestine, asking them to join the new 
Arab Army, and to fight on the side of the Allies for their 
independence and freedom. British agents carried the news 
to every Arab home in Palestine. 

The response was immediate. Arab soldiers in the Otto- 
man forces left the battlefield in great numbers and joined 
the new liberating army that fought on the side of the Allies. 
Arab intelligentsia organized a movement of groups of pro- 
fessionals to cross the Ottoman lines, and enlist in that army. 

It is to be noted here that most of the regular troops in 
the Arab Army that formed the right wing of Allenby’s 
great campaign over Palestine and Syria, was composed of 
Palestinian Arabs. To quote from the report of the British 
Military Enquiry Commission set up in Jerusalem in 1920: 


“In fact in June, 1918, recruitment for the Allied Sherif 
Army was in full swing in Palestine. Those recruited 
were under the impression that they were fighting for the 
national cause, and the liberation of their fatherland, 
while the evidence now before us shows that the real im- 


pression left in the minds of the Arabs as a whole was 
that the British Government would undertake the forma- 
tion of an independent Arab state comprising Palestine.” 


On the occasion of the occupation of southern Palestine, 
an Anglo-French proclamation was published, in which the 
two Allied Governments promised “the establishment of 
national governments and administrations deriving their 
authority from the initiative and free choice of the indigenous 
populations * * *, Far from wishing to impose on the 
populations of these regions any particular institutions, they 
are only concerned to insure by their support and by adequate 
assistance the regular working governments and administra- 
tions freely chosen by the populations themselves.” 


REASSURANCE ON FREEDOM 


When the Balfour Declaration was proclaimed, vehement 
protests surged out from the Arabs of Palestine. Representa- 
tive Arabs of other territories, then in Cairo, lodged a strong 
protest with the British Government. They were given a 
clear reassurance of the good intentions of the Allies with 
regard to the freedom of the Arab-occupied countries. The 
Sherif Hussein, who was responsible, on the Arab side, for 
the British pledges, sent an unequivocal and sharp objection. 

A special envoy was sent out from the British Government 
to reassure him that the Balfour Declaration meant only a 
spiritual Jewish home, and not a political one, and that it 
would have no effect on Arab rights of freedom. These re- 
assuring statements were made by the same Cabinet that 
issued the Balfour Declaration, and they should be taken 
as its real and true interpretation. 


Still another lucid interpretation of the Balfour Declara- 
tion vis-a-vis the Arabs of Palestine was made by the first 
High Commissioner, Sir Herbert Samuel, who is himself a 
Jew, when he declared: “The measures to foster the well- 
being of the Arabs should be precisely those which we should 
adopt in Palestine if there were no Zionist question and if 
there had been no Balfour Declaration.” 

Yet in spite of all these assurances, the process of con- 
verting Arab Palestine into a Jewish country has begun. 

In 1920 a draft mandate, for Palestine, again behind the 
the back of the indigenous population, was laid down by 
both the Zionist executive and the British Government, and 
instantly put into effect. In 1922, under the influence of 
both, this mandate was ratified by the League of Nations 
without any alterations, again in the absence of the Arab 
owners of the country and in the face of their never-failing 
protests. 

Article 22 of the Covenant of tlie League of Nations de- 
fined the objects of the mandatory system. The first para- 
graph of that Article states that the rights and interests of 
the indigenous population under the mandate become a sacred 
trust of civilization in the hands of the mandatory, and Para- 
graph 4 gives those territories that were detached from 
Ottoman rule, Palestine obviously included, the distinctive 
position in which they will enjoy independence, subject, tem- 
porarily, to adminstrative advice and assistance by mandatory. 

The Palestine mandate, as ratified, corresponds neither to 
the first paragraph nor to the last. For its object is to create 
a home for a people who were not in Palestine, and who 
have no direct relation with the indigenous population. 

Furthermore, the idea of a mandate denotes a guardian- 
ship, a tutelage, and that requires the existence of two juristic 
persons, the tutor and the pupil under his care. In Palestine 
under this mandate, the tutor is the British Government, 
and the pupil is again the British Government or their Brit- 
ish nominees. 
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What is known as the Palestine Administration has no 
relation to the people, in the sense that it represents London 
and not Palestine. The inhabitants of Palestine, and the 
Government which they were supposed to constitute and 
for whose assistance the British Government got the man- 
date, have no place or existence in this British combination. 


The present administration of Palestine consequently has 
no legal basis under the Government of the League of 
Nations. 

With a view to crushing Arab opposition to the policy 
intended to be pursued, full powers of legislation and ad- 
ministration were granted to the mandate. 


This unique political retrogression in the rights and status 
which the Arabs enjoyed under Ottoman rule was to be ef- 
fected for the purpose of executing provisions of Article 2 
of the mandate, which planned the placing of the country 
under such political, administrative and economic conditions 
as will secure the establishment of the Jewish national home. 


Still this did not satisfy the Zionists. The mandatory, 
under their pressure, appointed a Governor General or High 
Commissioner, as the totalitarian head of the Palestine ad- 
ministration is called, a well-known Jew and an ardent 
Zionist to enforce the mandate and lay the foundations of 
the Jewish national home. 


As was expected, he gathered around him a strong team 
of ardent Zionists with whom he filled most of the key posi- 
tions of the Administration. The Chief Secretary or Prime 
Minister was also an ardent Zionist, and the most important 
directorates were held by Jews. With this Zionist team and 
such a sharp apparatus as Articles 1 and 2 of the mandate, 
one can easily imagine what an able and experienced Zionist 
administrator can do. 


THEIR Own FUNERAL 


On the other side, what was the the Arabs’ position in 
the picture? Deprived of their rights, they were rendered 
helpless spectators to behold the funeral of their national 
existence passing slowly before their eyes. This policy and 
that atmosphere in general continue to the present day. 
Generally speaking, personalities changed, but the same 
policy persists. 


I hope that I have made it clear that, as far as political 
freedom is concerned, the Arabs, contrary to the letter and 
spirit of Article 22 of the Covenant of the League of Na- 
tions, have no existence in Palestine. 


We have no say whatsoever in the administration. We 
have no say in legislation. We have no responsible positions. 
We have no control over or knowledge of the external or 
internal policy of the Government. Our political existence 
as indigenous population whose rights are held in sacred 
trust of civilization by Great Britain has thus been liqui- 
dated. 

On the Zionist side, the situation was quite the reverse. 
The Jewish community enjoyed the privilege of having an 
Agency the original functions of which were to advise and 
assist the administration in establishing the Jewish national 
home. 


This Agency, which was the queer creation of a queer 
mandate, overstepped its limits and, through Jewish influence 
abroad, wielded such powers that made of it, as the British 
administration admitted, a state within a state. 

In the absence of any democratic representation in Pales- 
tine, the Jewish Agency expressed the opinion and the will 
of the Jewish community in the administration in the manner 
that was much more effective than any other form of repre- 





sentation. The Jewish community was thus placed in a 
privileged position where their minority is represented in the 
Government to the exclusion of the majority. 


ZIONIST PENETRATION 


This Agency received the powerful support of a large 
number of Jewish members of the British Parliament, of 
Jewish members of the Cabinet and leading Jewish members 
of the different British political parties. It was, thereby, 
able to influence the mandatory, and even to intimidate the 
Palestine Administration into a course of action best serving 
Zionist aims. Meanwhile, the Arab majority remained the 
helpless victim of this Zionist influence over the mandatory 
and the Palestine Administration. 


Few High Commissioners and British higher officials who 
refused to curry to its will stayed long enough to complete 
their term of service. Every department was permeated by 
Zionists who were more loyal to the Agency than to the 
Administration. In the administration of vital matters such 
as immigration and the possession of land, the Government 
through these permeations lost a great deal of its control to 
the Agency. The Agency was able, under the eyes of the 
Administration, to form semi-secret military forces by means 
of which it bullied the Government. 

Whenever the Government showed any signs of shaking 
the Agency’s power of intimidation, the whole Jewish world 
rose up, and through its influence in the press, put up a huge 
chorus of baseless complaints and shed tears that aroused 
human sympathies and enlisted the support of the uninformed 
masses. 


In this manner, the Jewish Agency pushed the British 
Government to limits beyond those contemplated for the 
execution of this policy. It caused the United States Gov- 
ernment to foresake its principles of democracy in Zionist 
support. 


The United States Government has permitted activities 
and fund-raising in here designed to flout the laws of Pales- 
tine and to subvert peace and order in it, contrary to the 
attitude which the same Government is adopting with regard 
to the allegations of subversion of peace and order in another 
country. 

Let us now probe into the inner circle of the Palestinian 
Administration and see how do the Arabs fare in the actual 
enforcement of this Zionist policy. I said before that I will 
not go into details; I will, however, submit some instances 
that will give you an idea of how this destructive policy 
works. 

Any disinterested resident of Palestine must have observed 
that there are two scales of justice, one for the Arabs, and 
one for the Jews. The discrimination in the application of 
the same laws can better be demonstrated by examples; of 
which I desire to cite only two. 

In Palestine, as I suppose in any other country, the law 
requires that an illegal immigrant should be at once arrested, 
convicted and deported to the port of his embarkation, or to 
any other country which is willing to take him in. 

Arabs of the surrounding territories, who used to enter 
Palestine before the British occupation without the least 
hindrance, were refused admittance after the segregation of 
Palestine. All unauthorized entries by Arabs were and are 
stil! being strictly dealt with in accordance with law. 

On the other hand, Jews who have had no connection with 
Palestine have been, and are still, entering illicitly in much 
greater numbers. Unlike Arabs, they were not chased or 
deported. On the contrary, the Government closes its eyes 
for a time until their illegal existence becomes too odious for 
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them, when, upon the Jewish Agency’s intervention, their 
position is legalized. 

Of late, when this illegal Jewish immigration challenged 
the Government of London by its manner and magnitude, 
a still worse policy was followed. Jewish illegal immigrants 
are being taken over to Cyprus, for a time, until their entry 
to Palestine is legalized. 

Meanwhile, the Palestinian taxpayer foots the bill of their 
hospitality. This cost the taxpayer, last year, the amount of 
$12,000,000. To this disgraceful discrimination between 
\rab and Jew, there was only one exception, viz: the case 
ot the SS. Warfield, out of which the Jewish Agency made 
vreat capital to enlist the sympathy of the world in support 
of its political and illegal immigration to Palestine. Suppos- 
ing any of your governments is defied with such an organ- 
ized invasion of illegal immigrants, what would be _ its 
reaction ? 

VIOLENCE IN UpRIsING 


Here is another instance. When in 1936-40, the Arabs 
of Palestine rose in rebellion to achieve their independence, 
emergency regulations were imposed. Under these regula- 
tions, tens of thousands of Arabs were imprisoned or exiled. 
Hundreds of Arab houses were dynamited and demolished 
by the police and military for petty and unverified accusa- 
tions. Huge amounts of money were extracted in collective 
fines. Hundreds of Arabs were hanged or shot. 

In this official terroristic campaign, persecutive measures 
culminating in torture were used to such an extent that 
called for the bitter criticism of British residents. 


It has been officially admitted that, in their several upris- 
ings against the British in Palestine, the Arabs ordinarily 
fought face to face as noble men. They never molested 
Britsh civilian residents. ‘They never tortured or maltreated 
any prisoners, or hanged British soldiers, and used their dead 
bodies as booby traps. They dynamited no residences or 
public buildings. Still they were met with such drastic and 
barbarous measures. 

In their present campaign, the Jews never come out in an 
open, free fight against the British. ‘Their terroristic activities 
mainly consist of placing bombs in Government offices or 
military and police billets for explosion when innocent mem- 
bers of the public are doing their business, and the military 
are off duty. They blow up trains carrying people. They 
kidnap and torture civilian residents. 

And yet such stringent measures as have been taken against 
the Arabs were never used against the Jews, and no collective 
fines imposed upon them. In one case, where a huge destruc- 
tion was caused by their terrorists’ activities, a fine was im- 
posed, not on the Jewish community alone, but on all inhabi- 
tants, including the Arabs. 


Immigration affords another example of the mandatory’s 
laxity in tavor of the Zionists. ‘The mandatory has not only 
ignored the vigorous and continuous Arab protests against 
ill or any Jewish immigration, but has even overstepped the 
provisions of the mandate in this respect. The mandatory 
has dumped more than half a million Jews in such a tiny 
country as Palestine—which is the size of the State of Ver- 
mont, or of Wales. 


PROTECTIONS IGNORED 
Article 6 of the mandate reads in part as follows: “The 
administration of Palestine, while insuring that the rights 
and position of other sections of the population are not preju- 
!ced, shall facilitate Jewish immigration under suitable 
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This article obviously imposed two clear and separate con- 
ditions for the regulation of Jewish immigration: (1) The 
preservation of the rights and position of the indigenous 
population, and (2) The existence of suitable conditions. 


Both of these protective conditions were ignored by the man- 
datory. 


With regard to the first, no person could say with reason 
that the rights and position of the Arabs of Palestine have 
not been prejudiced by Jewish immigration when he con- 
siders the plain fact that Arab majority, in relation to the 
Jewish minority, has dropped from twelve to one in 1917 
to two to one in 1947, 


On the other hand, “suitable conditions” obviously cover 
political, social and economic conditions. Here again, the 
mandatory discarded the political and the social conditions 
and clung to economic considerations. In 1921, they inter- 
preted the whole article as to mean the economic capacity of 
the country to absorb newcomers. 


In 1927, the Zionist executive sent out an economic com- 
mittee of inquiry under Sir John Campbell to report on the 
economic possibilities of Palestine. In its report, the com- 
mittee stated that the outstanding cause of Jewish difficulties 
was that Jewish immigration in the previous years has ex- 
ceeded the economic capacity of the country. 

Since that date until 1940, several commissions of inquiry, 
political and economic, visited Palestine. They generally 
came to the same conclusion that Jewish immigration always 
exceeded the economic capacity of the country to absorb new 
arrivals, 

If we follow up the history of Jewish immigration into 
Palestine, we find that through the Jewsih Agency’s influ- 
ence, immigration had always increased after recommenda- 
tions were made by commissions of inquiry to decrease it to 
the point of economic capacity to absorb new arrivals. 

We submit that, even if there exists any room in Palestine 
for an increase in the population, which is not the case, that 
must be left for the natural increase that has attained the 
figure of 80,000 per year. With this average, the population 
of Palestine without immigration will be doubled in less than 
twenty years, and will make of Palestine one of the most 
densely populated countries of the world. 

In that case Palestine will have a density of +00 persons 
per square mile, although more than half of the land is un- 
cultivable, and it has no prospects for industrial develop- 
ment because of lack of raw materials. When we consider 
that the United States, with its immense natural wealth and 
great industries, has a density of only forty-nine persons per 
square mile, and Canada less than three, the present Palestine 
density of 200 will seem the more overwhelming and haz- 
ardous to the future of the country as a whole. 

While discussing the laxity of the mandatory power in 
the question of Jewish immigration, I desire to make it quite 
plain that the Arabs have always vigorously opposed, and 
will continue to oppose with increasing determination, all 
immigration. 

Public education in Palestine affords another example 
which reveals the mandatory’s basic policy of undermining 
the Arab national existence in Palestine. Probably in no 
other country in the world [do] mothers march in yearly 
demonstrations with their children at their sides demanding 
seats in the schools. In the surrounding Arab states, the 
peoples’ zeal for education is being met with greater zeal 
by the independent governments, who are combating illiteracy 
with growing vigor and increasing success. In the Holy 
Land, under British mandate, illiteracy persists, and stag- 
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Under the Turkish regime, when the budget of the Pales- 
tine districts was less than 5 per cent of the present budget, 
70 per cent of the Arabs were illiterate in Palestine. This 
disgraceful situation has hardly changed during the last 
thirty years, although the budget has, considering Palestine’s 
limited means, risen to fabulous dimensions. Had it not 
been for Arab private efforts in this direction, illiteracy 
would have even spread to cover more than that percentage 
of the population. 

The Palestine Administration has never allotted more than 
5 per cent of its budget for education; in some years this has 
dwindled to less than 4 per cent. In the neighboring inde- 
pendent Arab states, the position is quite the reverse. The 
educational percentage in the Iraqi budget, for instance, has 
been 12 per cent, and has never gone below 8 per cent. In 
other states, the position is similar, if not better. 

Since the British occupation, the Jews were given control 
of their educational system, and the Arabs were deprived of 
this right. The independent Jewish Board of Education 
found means to augment their proportionate share of the 
Government budget by communal taxation and other sources. 
The Arab-controlled system was stultified by a small budget, 
administered by a squanderous British directorate. 


“Excuse” By MANDATORY 


The mandatory usually covers its failure in this vital 
question with the excuse that public security leaves only a 
small margin in the budget for this and other vital services. 
In reality, this is no excuse for a Government which spends 
$12,000,000, or about 12 per cent of the budget, to give 
hospitality to illegal Jewish immigrants who challenge her 
authority and ignore its laws. 

In the economic field discrimination against the Arabs is 
still more apparent. The Arab economic structure in Pales- 
tine is mainly agricultural, that of the Jews is predominantly 
commercial and industrial. It has been the calculated policy 
of the mandatory and the Jewish Agency to frustrate and 
raise obstacles in the face of Arab agricultural development, 
and assist Jewish industry. Here are some typical instances: 

During the Ottoman regime, the Arabs had one agricul- 
tural bank whose capital was raised by an increment added 
to the tithes and collected by common consent. This bank 
was of great service to the poorer Arab farmers. The 
Zionist High Commissioner in 1920 decided to liquidate 
this bank, but continued to get the increment that was im- 
posed over the tithes. 

In the liquidation of this agricultural bank, the Govern- 
ment fell on the Arab debtors, and started to collect their 
debts, and foreclose the mortgages. Having been greatly 
impoverished by the war, and having no credit facilities, 
most of them were compelled to sell their lands. In nearly 
every case, the purchasers were Jews. In 1930, it has trans- 
pired, the agricultural bank under liquidation was costing 
the Government more than the amounts realized in the liqui- 
dation. The only result achieved was driving the poorer 
Arab debtors to sell their lands to Jews. 

Another example may not be out of place in revealing the 
destructive policy of the Government vis-a-vis the Arabs. 

Upon the British occupation, the country was greatly im- 
poverished by the war. The military regime started to make 
agricultural loans in kind. Although the prices were fabu- 
lous and the interest comparatively high, the loans were a 
great relief to the Arab cultivator. In 1920, the Zionist 
High Commissioner took the following destructive steps: 

He stopped the exportation of local products besides 
oranges, and thus caused prices to fall suddenly to one-quar- 





ter of their value. He stopped loans from being given to 
farmers, excepting in drought years, and he insisted on the 
repayment of the previous military loans, together with their 
interest. Under these blows, the Arab cultivator was com- 
pletely routed. There remained no outlet left for him other 
than to sell his land to the Jews. 

Through these and other less conspicuous means, many 
Arab villages were wiped out of existence, and their names 
were erased from the map of Palestine. Congestion in other 
Arab villages caused by land shortage and displacement by 
Jewish immigrants created a new class of proletariat whose 
members roamed about between cities and towns in a de- 
plorable condition. 

The average Arab holding dwindled to twelve acres per 
family of five members, although the lotviable was estimated 
officially at twenty-eight acres. When the mandatory came 
with a belated and ineffective protective measure, the land 
transfers regulations, the Jewish Agency started world-wide 
complaints to the effect that the mandatory was introducing 
discriminatory measures against the Jews. 

This accusation is surprising in view of the fact, that 
during the last thirty years, only Jewish immigration into 
Palestine was allowed and facilitated, while all non-Jewish 
immigration practically barred and also in view of the fact 
that the Jewish Agency itself is the outcome of discrimina- 
tion. 

To increase Arab economic difficulties, the Jewish Agency 
and its satellite organizations adopted an economic policy 
of complete Jewish exclusiveness. Jews were not to employ 
Arabs except in extreme urgencies. Jewish pickets drove 
out Arab labor from Jewish commercial firms, industrial 
workshops and farms. Lands bought by Jews were not to 
be resold or leased to Arabs. 

Thus, an acre of land that fell to Jewish possession in 
Palestine was an acre that has been extra-territorialized as 
far as the Arabs are concerned. This discrimination of the 
Jews against the Arabs has been encouraged on the part of 
the Government, who legalized picketing and allowed land 
mortmain possession, which deprived it of considerable in- 
come. 

On the other hand, the Government policy with regard 
to Jewish industry was the reverse. Raw materials imported 
exclusively for Jewish industry was exempted from customs, 
while tariff barriers were raised against foreign competing 
goods. These two measures of assistance are adopted by 
many other countries. 

The loss sustained in these measures is offset by the em- 
ployment that is created for the people. But in this case, 
the Arabs sustained losses on both sides. They had to buy 
dearer Jewish-made goods, without benefiting from the in- 
creased employment thereby created, or from the industry 
itself 

FINANCIAL DISCRIMINATION CLAIMED 


The Government’s discrimination policy in the financial 
field is again common knowledge. The Administration of 
Palestine has published the following illuminating informa- 
tion on this subject: 


(1) The Jewish minority of one-third of the public 
gets nearly one-half of the benefits of the budget, and the 
Arab two-thirds of the population gets the other half. 

(2) During the last seven years, Jewish local authori- 
ties representing one-third of the population got 77 per 
cent of the loans given by the Government. 

(3) Jewish local authorities have benefited ot 8Y per 
cent by the special loan funds of $10,000,000 granted tor 
housing and other purposes. 
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(4) Over the period of the last ten years, Jewish local 
authorities have received 62 per cent of the grants-in-aid 
from public funds. This discriminating generosity in 
favor of Jewish local authorities is all the more striking 
when one thinks of the hundreds of millions of gratuitous 
contributions that the Jewish community receives from 
abroad. 


In the field of economic development, the Zionists carried 
away all concessions for the development of the natural re- 
sources of the country under suspicious hush-hush circum- 
stances, such as the granting of the Jordan concession and 
the Dead Sea concessions. 

] have given you an outline of the policy of the manda- 
tory power and Zionist efforts which have seriously under- 
mined the national existence of the Arabs of Palestine. This 
policy has cost all concerned, including the mandatory, wor- 
ries and losses in life and property. 

Several and successive disturbances took place, tk last 
of which continued from 1936-39, This led the British 
Government, in 1939 and after twenty years of experience, 
to come to the conclusion that Jewish immigration must 
stop, and Palestine should, in a fixed period of time, be- 
come an independent unitary state under a constitution to 
be formulated by the people of Palestine. Again under 
Zionist pressure, the British Government did not implement 
that policy, but gradually backed out. 


ADMISSION BY BRITAIN 


This state of affairs has created an atmosphere which 
augurs of calamitous developments for Palestine and the 
Middle East. Under the stress of these circumstances and 
gloomy forebodings, the British Government at last came 
out with the truth that the mandate was incompatible and 
so it was unworkable. 

Mr. Bevin, the British Foreign Secretary, was fair enough 
to declare that “There is nothing in the mandate which 
would warrant me or the British Government taking a step 
to deprive the Arabs of their rights, liberties or land.” 

The British Government which made the Balfour Dec- 
laration in 1917, and those who laid down the draft man- 
date in 1920, cannot but have realized the obvious fact that 
both contained inconsistent and opposed terms and as such 
they could not be fairly and squarely applied. They must 
have depended, therefore, upon either bluffing the Arabs, or 
crushing them. 

They could do neither. Yet they were able to tie the 
knot. They created the problem which has led to the pres- 
ent crisis. They ask us now to be objective and realistic, 
they would have us accept the position as it stands. In 
other words, they ask us to compromise our country and 
future. What could not be done by force, they now seek 
to do with ambiguous and attractive words. 

Before the enunciation of the Balfour Declaration in 
1917, the Zionist organization propagated the slogan “Give 
the country without a people to the people without a 
country.” 

The proposal sounded only too well. When formulating 
the draft mandate, the British Government made a basic 
contribution to this great deception by abstaining from men- 
tioning the word Arab or indigenous population. 

The Arab indigenous population were referred to in the 
mandate as “the other sections of the population,” so as to 
lead the world into the belief that the Palestine indigenous 
population was composed of a Jewish majority and several 
other small and insignificant communities that might be de- 
scribed as “other sections of the population.” 


Now that the world is quite aware of the fact that 
Palestine is inhabited by an Arab indigenous population 
which is wide awake to its rights and duties toward their 
country, the Zionist organization and their supporters are 
propagating a new deceptive theory—that the Zionist ques- 
tion relates to humanitarian conceptions that are above 
national, democratic or legal rights. 

The Zionists are thus exploiting humanitarian considera- 
tions to realize their political designs. In the deception of 
1917, they led the League of Nations to the point of forsak- 
ing its principles and Covenant. In the present one, they 
are attempting to make the United Nations ignore their 
Charter. 

If the Jews suffer from distressful conditions in many 
countries, and are entitled, under human considerations, to 
demand permanent relief, no other people would be more 
pleased than the Arabs to see that human demand satisfied. 

The Jews in distress have no right to achieve that relief 
at the expense of those who had no hand in their difficulties. 
They cannot adjust their position in the community of na- 
tions by disrupting the position of others in that community. 
The distressed Jews cannot impose their will on other na- 
tions in choosing the place and manner of their relief, partic- 
ularly if that choice is inconsistent with the principles of 
international law and justice, and prejudicial to the interests 
of the nation directly concerned. 

I think it may not be out of place to remind this com- 
mittee of the resolutions of the General Assembly of the 
12 February, 1946, and 15 December, 1946. 

Efforts were made in the past to solve the Jewish problem. 
Great Britain had, over forty years ago, generously offered 
them Uganda for a national home. The father of practical 
Zionism, Dr. Herzl, who strove to relieve distressed Jews 
in any territory, accepted the offer, but it was turned down 
by the Zionist organization. 

Now, Soviet Russia has an open offer in Biro-Bidjan, in 
which thousands of Jews are leading a happy and safe and 
independent life—but the Zionists will not hear of it. Both 
these territories are large and fertile enough to relieve mil- 
lions of Jews from their distressful conditions, in a manner 
which Palestine could not do. 

Palestine is a tiny country of only 10,000 square miles, 
more than half of which is uncultivable. It has no raw 
materials or industries, and so it cannot afford relief for 
millions of Jews in distress. 

The Zionist organization does not waut Palestine for the 
permanent solution of the Jewish problem or the relief of 
the Jews in distress. They are after power, they are after 
the central and strategic position of Palestine that neither 
Uganda nor Biro-Bidjan, possesses. 

The Zionists’ organization and press have exploited and 
utilized the existence of anti-Semitism in very few countries 
to reap harvests of political and financial support for the 
Zionist cause. On the other hand, Zionism has flourished, 
not only in those countries where Jews were persecuted, 
but also in countries like England and America, where they 
are free, happy and influential. 

Their movement is thus not one caused by distressful 
conditions, but it is one of the political ambitions and designs 
on Palestine and the Near East. 

This brings us to another consideration which is of funda- 
mental importance to us, not only as Palestinian Arabs, but 
as Arabs of the very core of the Arab world. The Arab 
world is a racial homogeneity that extends over the southern 
and parts of the eastern border of the Mediterranean Sea 
from the North of Africa throughout Egypt to the Persian 
Gulf and from the Turkish borders to the Indian Ocean. 
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The people of that vast territory speak one language and 
have the same history, traditions and aspirations. Their 
unity in all these matters is bound to be a basis for mutual 
understanding and a solid foundation for peace in one of the 
most central and sensitive areas of the world. 

With these characteristics, the Arab world affords a 
conspicuous contrast to the nations that occupy the north- 
ern border of the Mediterranean. From the Iberian Pen- 
insula to Turkey, the different nationalities and nonhomo- 
geneous communities have clashed in a diversity of interests, 
mentalities and national aims. This condition created al- 
ways an atmosphere of antagonism that culminated in many 
a calamitous war. 

Moreover, one of the greatest political achievements in 
the world that served as a bulwark of peace and stability 
was the fusion of several nations into one homogeneous entity. 
The United States of America, the United Kingdom and 
the U.S.S.R. are all created homogeneities that proved of 
great service in the maintenance of regional and world peace. 

It is illogical, therefore, that the United Nations, the 
peace-making machinery of the world, should associate itself 
or lend a lielping hand to weaken or to break up an existing 
natural old homogeneity as that of the Arab world by the 
introduction in its midst of an alien body as is now being 
contemplated by sponsors of a Jewish state in Palestine. 

If such a political monstrosity is carried out, no sane per- 
son could expect to see peace prevail in that part of the 
world. Its existence, no matter how and by whom it is 
being supported and protected, is bound to become a run- 
ning sore, a new Balkans in that part of the world. 

It may be asked, what then is your proposal for the solu- 
tion of the problem that was created by the Balfour Declara- 
tion and the mandate. The solution is simple if the Zionists 
do not insist on being treated in a special and preferential 
manner, and if the great powers of Great Britain and the 
United States stop treating them in the same manner as 
silly mothers treat their pampered children. 


U. N. CHartrer Hetp SoL_uTIon 


The solution is in your Charter. It is the code of all 
peace-loving nations. In accordance with this Charter, the 
Arabs of Palestine, who constitute the great majority, are 
entitled to a free and independent state. 

Last Friday the honorable delegate of the United King- 
dom declared that his Government has come to the con- 
clusion that the mandate for Palestine should now be ter- 
minated, and that such a termination should be followed by 
independence. 

The Arab delegation heartily welcomes this belated dec- 
laration and trusts the British Government, this time, will 
not reverse its decision under Zionist or any other pressure, 
as, we regret to say, it had done on other occasions. 

With regard to the manner and form in which the in- 
dependence of Palestine should be shaped, the view of the 
Palestine Arab delegation is that this is a matter for the 
rightful owners of this country to decide. The future gov- 
ernment of Palestine cannot be imposed from without. 

Once Palestine is found to be entitled to its independence, 
the United Nations is not competent and cannot legally 
dictate to it the form of its government. This would amount 
to interference in the internal affairs of that country. The 
future government of Palestine must be a government by 
the people and for the people. 

The only just, practical and democratic way to achieve 
the independence of Palestine is to recognize the following 
principles as the basis for its future constitutional organiza- 
tion: 


(1) That an Arab state in the whole of Palestine be 
established on democratic lines. 

(2) That the said Arab state of Palestine will respect 
human rights, fundamental freedoms and equality of all 
persons before the law. 


(3) That the said Arab state of Palestine will protect 
the legitimate rights and interests of all minorities. 

(4) That freedom of worship and access to holy places 
will be guaranteed to all. 


The following steps will have to be taken to give effect 
to the aforesaid principles: 


(A) A Constituent Assembly should be elected at the 
earliest possible time. All genuine and law-abiding na- 
tionals of Palestine will be entitled to~participate in the 
elections for the Constituent Assembly. 


(B) The said Constituent Assembly shall, within a 
fixed time, formulate and enact a Constitution for the 
Arab state of Palestine, which should be of a democratic 
nature and should embody the above-mentioned four prin- 
ciples. 

(C) A government should be formed within a fixed 
time, in accordance with the terms of the Constitution, 
to take over the administration of Palestine from the 
mandatory power. 


You will observe that this course is the only one com- 
patible with the principles of modern civilization. It aims 
at the creation of a government based on the consent of the 
people, or at least the overwhelming majority. It respects 
and safeguards the rights and interests of all. Anyone 


wishing to live in peace will have the full protection of the 
law. 


THe “One AND ONLy Course” 


In this manner, you would have helped in giving peace 
to the Holy Land and restoring harmony and a friendly 
atmosphere between all sections of the population. 

This is the one and only course that the Arabs of 
Palestine are prepared to take, and this is the only item on 
your agenda that our delegation is prepared to associate 
itself with. 

You have also before you on the agenda the report of the 
Special Committee on Palestine. We have purposely re- 
frained from making any comments on this report. Not 
because we agree with any part of it, but because we be- 
lieve for many reasons that it cannot be a basis for discussion. 

That report contains two schemes, both of which are 
based on considerations that are, in our opinion, inconsistent 
with and repugnant to our rights, the United Nations 
Charter and the Covenant of the League of Nations. There 
is no power and nothing in these instruments to enable or 
warrant the United Nations or any other organization to 
alienate, under any circumstances and in whatever form or 
manner, any part of our patrimony to any people. 

The Arabs of Palestine are, therefore, solidly determined 
to oppose, with all the means at their disposal, any scheme 
that provides for the dissection, segregation or partition of 
their tiny country or that gives to a minority, on the ground 
of creed, special and preferential rights or status. 

They will oppose such schemes, in the same zeal and with 
the same sacrifice that any other people would do under the 
same circumstances. 

We are alive to the fact that, if they so desire, big powers 
could crush, by brute force, such opposition. But this reali- 
zation will not deter us from drenching the soil of our 
beloved country with the last drop of our blood in the law- 
ful defense of all and every inch of it. 
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Palestine Partition Acceptable 


ZIONIST POSITION 
By ABBA HILLEL SILVER, Spokesman, Jewish Agency for Palestine 
Delivered to the United Nations General’ Assembly's Committee on Palestine, October 2, 1947 


HE Jewish Agency for Palestine, which I have the 

honor to represent, is appreciative of the privilege 

which this Committee of the United Nations General 
Assembly has extended to it to be represented at-its deliber- 
ations and to express its views on the report which the 
United Nations Special Committee on Palestine has sub- 
mitted. 

We have read the report with the deepest interest and 
the closest attention, and we are prepared to make our ob- 
servations on it. We are greatly impressed with the earnest 
and conscientious labors which the eleven members of the 
Special Committee devoted to their task and which are 
reflected in the comprehensive and impressive document 
before us. 

It was good to have a committee of neutrals examine 
the Palestine problem afresh in an effort to arrive at a solu- 
tion which would be morally justifiable and politically sound. 
We share entirely the view expressed in the report that 
the “opinions of members of an international committee 
who represent various civilizations and schools of thought, 
and have approached the question from different angles, 
may be of some value.” 

The Jewish Agency availed itself of the invitation ex- 
tended to it by the Special Committee to present its case. 
We were happy to make available to the committee what- 
ever information it desired of us, to answer any question, 
and frankly to share our thinking with it. We regarded it 
as an inescapable obligation to cooperate to the fullest ex- 
tent with the United Nations, which had this grave inter- 
national problem presented to it and which assumed the 
responsibility for formulating a decision on the future gov- 
ernment of Palestine. 


AraB LAcK OF COOPERATION 


In this connection we find it necessary to point to a cir- 
cumstance to which the report itself draws special attention 
—namely, the failure of the Arab Higher Committee to 
cooperate with the committee. The chairman of the United 
Nations Special Committee, during the hearings in Jeru- 
salem, made an appeal by radio for the full cooperation of 
all parties. The Special Committee also addressed a letter 
directly to the Arab Higher Committee regretting the de- 
cision of the latter not to cooperate and repeating the Special 
Committee's invitation for full cooperation. In reply Mr. 
Jamal Husseini, vice chairman of the Arab Higher Com- 
mittee, wrote that the committee found no reason to re- 
verse the previous decision to abstain from collaboration. 

One is at a loss to understand why the Arab Higher 
Committee was unwilling to present its case to the Special 
Committee of the United Nations. The Jewish Agency 
likewise had been subjected to the strains and disappoint- 
ments of the numerous Palestine inquiries which preceded it. 
Having repeatedly refused the invitation to present its case, 
why does the Arab Higher Committee come now to ask, 
“justice and equity” at the hands of the United Nations, 
whose authority it had flouted and whose competence to de- 
fine the form of the future government of Palestine the 
Arab spokesman on Monday categorically denied? 


The same spokesman treated us to an historic impro- 
visation on the origin of the Jewish people and on the his- 
tory of Palestine. History may not be an exact science 
but it certainly is not a story out of the Arabian Nights. 
There are certain facts which do not yield to wishful 
thinking. Thus the canard that the Jews of Western Europe 
are descendant not from Israel of old but from a tribe of 
Khazars in Russia is a relatively recent invention and was 
popularized in the racial mythologies of our day whose 
political motivations are clearly transparent. One could 
say with some amusement that the Arabs of Palestine would 
be among the last people on earth to wish to engage in 
genealogical research. 

When the Allies liberated Palestine in 1917 along with 
other parts of the former Ottoman Empire, Palestine was 
a segment of a Turkish province. There was no politically 
or culturally distinct or distinguishable Arab nation in 
that province. There never had been. The Arabs who 
conquered Palestine in the seventh century of the common 
era held sway over that country, which contained a very 
mixed and heterogeneous population for 437 years between 
634 and 1071 A. D.—437 years out of more than 3,000 
years of recorded history in Palestine. After 1071 the coun- 
try was conquered by various non-Arab peoples, such as the 
Seljuks, the Kurds, the Crusaders, the Egyptian Mamelukes, 
and, finally by the Ottoman Turks. 


2,000 Years oF JewisH History 


By the time the Arabs conquered Palestine in 684 A. D., 
the Jewish people had already completed nearly 2,000 years 
of national history in aes ge er during which time they 
created a civilization which decidedly influenced the course 
of mankind, gave rise both to Judaism and Christianity, 
produced the Bible and brought forth prophets, saints and 
spiritual leaders who are venerated not only by Judaism, 
but by Christianity and Islam as well. 

“In the twelve centuries or more that have passed since 
the Arab conquest,” reads the report of the Royal Com- 
mission of 1937, “Palestine has virtually dropped out of 
history. * * * In economics and in politics Palestine lay 
outside the main stream of the world’s life. In the realm 
of thought, in science or in letters it made no contribution 
to modern civilization.” 

The very identity of Palestine as a unit of human society 
is an achievement of Jewish history. The country lost its 
separate character with the Jewish dispersion and only as- 
sumed a specific role in history when the Palestine mandate 
was ratified. The mandate acknowledged this history by 
setting Palestine in a distinct and separate context in rela- 
tion to the Arab world. “I am persuaded,” declared Presi- 
dent Wilson on March 3, 1919, “that the Allied nations 
with the fullest concurrence of our own Government and 
people are agreed that in Palestine shall be laid the founda- 
tion of a Jewish Commonwealth.” 

Speaking in the House of Lords on June 27, 1923, Lord 
Milner, who called himself “a strong supporter of the pro- 
Arab policy,” stated: 

“Palestine can never be regarded as a country on the 
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same footing as the other Arab countries. You cannot ig- 
nore all history and tradition in the matter * * * and the 
future of Palestine cannot possibly be left to be determined 
by the temporary impressions and feelings of the Arab ma- 
jority in the country in the present day.” 

When the Palestine mandate therefore recognized “the 
historical connection of the Jewish people with Palestine”’ 
it was only stating a fact that was universally acknowledged 
through the ages. And when it gave international recogni- 
tion to the grounds for reconstituting the Jewish national 
home in that country—an act which Field Marshal Smuts, 
member of the War Cabinet which issued the Balfour Dec- 
laration, called “one of the greatest acts of history’ — it was 
only reaffirming the fact that the Jewish people had never 
surrendered the hope of national restoration in its ancestral 
homeland. For to the Jews Palestine was not merely a place 
of sacred shrines as to Christians and Moslems, but the 
home of their exiled people, the land of their national des- 
tiny, and throughout the dark centuries of persecution and 
wandering there were continuous efforts to return to it. 


Aras Economic GRIEVANCES 


Concerning the Arab economic grievances which were 
aired here the other day, we wish only to refer to the report 
of the United Nations Special Committee which examined 
all of them, as well as to the relevant chapters in the Royal 
Commission report of 1937, to show how utcerly groundless 
they are. These reports, as well as the memorandum of the 
Palestine Government which was submitted to the Special 
Committee of the United Nations—a document which can 
hardly be charged with pro-Jewish bias—conclusively prove 
that the Palestine Arabs benefited considerably and directly 
from Jewish development in the economic, financial and 
social spheres. 

We must take note, too, of the interesting contrast which 
the Arab spokesman attempted to draw between the terror- 
istic acts of the Arabs of Palestine in 1936-39—acts which 
were never condemned or repudiated by any responsible 
Arab spokesman—and the regrettable acts of some dissident 
Jewish groups in Palestine today which the official bodies 
of Palestine Jewry have most severely condemned. 

“It has been officially admitted that in their several up- 
risings against the British in Palestine,” stated the Arab 
spokesman, “the Arabs ordinarily fought face to face as 
noble men.” As illustrative of this nobility, permit me to 
quote the statement of Sir John Chancellor, the High Com- 
missioner of Palestine, on the Arab riots there in 1929: 

“I have learned with horror of the atrocious acts com- 
mitted by bodies of ruthless and bloodthirsty evildoers, of 
savage murder perpetrated upon defenseless members of the 
Jewish population regardless of age or sex, accompanied as 
at Hebron by acts of unspeakable savagery, of the burning 
of farms and houses in town and country, and of the loot- 
ing and destruction of property. These crimes have brought 
upon their authors the execration of all civilized peoples 
throughout the world.” 

In commenting upon the riots of 1936, the report of the 
Palestine Royal Commission has this to say: 

“There were similar assaults upon the persons and prop- 
erty of the Jews, conducted with the same reckless ferocity 
[as in 1929]. Women and children were not spared.” 


Rote oF GreaAT Britain 


Before making our observations on the report itself, may 
we be permitted to comment on the statement which was 
made at the beginning of your deliberations by Mr. Arthur 
Creech Jones on behalf of His Majesty’s Government? 


It was the United Kingdom Government which requested 
that the question of Palestine be placed on the agenda of 
the General Assembly. It was His Majesty’s Government 
which asked the Assembly to make recommendations under 
Article 10 of the Charter for the future government of 
Palestine. 

In making these far-reaching requests, with which the 
United Nations complied, the United Kingdom surely must 
have had in mind not the thought of ultimately imposing 
its own solution on the United Nations, but the hope that 
this great international body, approaching the problem anew 
and without bias, might find a solution which, while not 
fully acceptable to everyone, would nevertheless represent 
the collective wisdom and judgment of the nations of the 
world and would have behind it such weight of authority 
that His Majesty’s Government would be prepared to ac- 
cept it and to cooperate in its implementation. 

Surely such loyal cooperation on the part of member na- 
tions is presupposed when any international problem is con- 
sidered by the United Nations. Otherwise His Majesty’s 
Government might just as well have announced six months 
ago what it declared the other day. Why were six critical 
months lost, during which time the situation in Palestine 
was permitted to deteriorate most gravely? And why was 
all the apparatus of the United Nations invoked to investi- 
gate and to recommend a settlement of the problem if there 
was no intention to accept and to participate in the imple- 
mentation of such a settlement? 

Sir Alexander Cadogan, at the fifty-second meeting of 
the first committee of the General Assembly, stated: “All 
we say—and I made this reservation the other day—is that 
we shall not have the sole responsibility for enforcing a solu- 
tion which is not accepted by both parties and which we 
cannot reconcile with our conscience.” But we observe that 
His Majesty’s Government is not being asked to accept a 
sole responsibility. The report of the Special Committee 
clearly recommends that if so desired, one or more members 
of the United Nations shall be invited to assist in the admin- 
istering of the country along with the present mandatory 
power. 

The statement of Mr. Creech Jones seems to go beyond 
that of Sir Alexander Cadogan’s and implies that His Maj- 
esty’s Government not only does not wish to assume sole 
responsibility for implementing the report, but reserves to 
itself the right of refusing any cooperation in implementing 
the final decision of the United Nations if, in its judgment, 
it does not comply with its own criteria of justice and with 
its own preferred technique of implementation. 


CHALLENGE TO UNITED NaTIONS 


One questions whether in taking such a position—if we 
have understood the position correctly—the United King- 
dom is helping to solve this difficult problem and whether 
its course will enhance the authority and prestige of the 
United Nations which has assumed responsibility over the 
Palestine question. It is clear to everyone that the solution 
of this problem represents a vital challenge to the United 
Nations and a crucial test of its future effectiveness. 

In view of His Majesty’s Government’s reluctance to 
impose a policy by force of arms, a policy which would have 
behind it the sanction of the community of nations, one 
may be pardoned for inquiring why His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment has not hesitated to employ in recent years a militarv 
force of 100,000 men, along with its navy and its air force, 
to impose by force a policy on Palestine which no interna- 
tional body has approved, which is contrary to the purposes 
and provisions of the mandate, and which has been thrice 
disapproved by international bodies. 
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It would have been more helpful if the statement of His 
Majesty's Government had been more revealing. Surely 
it must be clear to everyone that no settlement of the Pal- 
estine problem is possible without some enforcement. 

The Palestine problem is not at all unique in this regard. 
The report to your Special Committee correctly states: 
“Taking into account the fact that devising a solution which 
will be fully acceptable to both Jews and Arabs seems to be 
utterly impossible, the prospect of imposing a solution on 
them would be the basic condition of any recommended 
proposal.” 

It was the realization that such an Arab-Jewish agree- 
ment was impossible that prompted Mr. Bevin to turn the 
problem over to the United Nations. Mr. Creech Jones’ 
declaration, therefore, that “the United Kingdom Govern- 
ment are ready to assume the responsibility for giving effect 
to any plan on which agreement. is reached between the 
Arabs and the Jews” is very singular indeed and does not 
advance the solution at all. 


PRINCIPLE OF PARTITION 


It may be pertinent to recall that the principle of parti- 
tion on which the majority report of the Committee is based 
was first projected by the all-British Royal Commission in 
1937. At that time the British Government accepted that 
recommendation in principle and declared: 

“In supporting a solution of the Palestine problem by 
means of partition, His Majesty’s Government are much 
impressed by the advantages which it offers to the Arabs 
and the Jews. The Arabs would obtain their national in- 
dependence and thus be enabled to cooperate on an equal 
footing with the Arabs of neighboring countries in the cause 
of Arab unity and progress. They would be finally delivered 
from all fear of Jewish domination. * * * On the other 
hand, partition would secure the establishment of the Jewish 
National Home and relieve it from any possibility of its 
being subjected in the future to Arab rule. It would con- 
vert the Jewish National Home into a Jewish State with full 
control over immigration. * * * Above all, fear and suspi- 
cion would be replaced by a sense of confidence and security, 
and both peoples would obtain, in the. words of the Com- 
mission, ‘the estimable boon of peace.’ ” 

Confronted as we now are by the latest expression of His 
Majesty’s Government, we cannot help but reflect upon the 
course which has been followed by successive British Gov- 
ernments during the past decade. In 1937 the British 
Government appointed a Royal Commission to study the 
Palestine problem, which, after an exhaustive study, recom- 
mended partition as a solution. After an initial approval 
of the plan, the British Government wound up by rejecting 
it and promulgated in its stead the White Paper policy of 
1939 which was in complete contradiction to the basic rec- 
ommendation of the Royal Commission. 

In 1945 the British Government invited the American 
Government to join in a two-nation inquiry into the Pal- 
estine problem with a view to its solution. This committee 
submitted unanimous recommendations proposing this time 
not partition, but a unitary state. It called for the abroga- 
tion of the White Paper policy, including its racial land 
law, the early admission of 100,000 Jews, continued Jewish 
immigration thereafter, and the faithful implementation of 
the provisions of the mandate. The British Government 
rejected the recommendations of this committee likewise 
and wound up by putting forward the Morrison and Bevin 
proposals which were diametrically opposed in substance and 
in spirit to the report of the Anglo-American Committee. 
Finally, in 1947 the British Government proposed an- 


other examination of the Palestine problem, this time by 
the United Nations. As a result, a commission was ap- 
pointed consisting of the representatives of eleven neutral 
nations. This committee has now submitted a report which 
recommends a plan of partition coupled with economic union. 
But this report seems no more acceptable to His Majesty’s 
Government than the two earlier reports. It has indicated 
no support of this latest report and offers in its stead— 
nothing. 
GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION 


The failure, however, of the United Kingdom Govern- 
ment to give the United Nations a measure of guidance 
and support, and its announced intention of an early with- 
drawal from Palestine, which we welcome, makes it more 
imperative than ever that the General Assembly should 
proceed with the work before it with utmost dispatch. As 
early as last April it was realized in the special session of 
the Assembly that there was great urgency in the matter. 
Certainly that urgency for action and decision has been 
intensified by all that has transpired since. 

The Jewish Agency, in making this preliminary com- 
ment on the report itself, wishes to indicate at the outset 
its full approval of all but one of the eleven unanimous 
recommendations made by the committee. On the sixth 
recommendation, of which it does not disapprove, it would 
like to make this observation. The sixth recommendation 
calls upon the General Assembly “to undertake immediately 
the initiation and execution of an international arrangement 
whereby the problem of the distressed European Jews, of 
whom approximately 250,000 are in assembly centers, will 
be dealt with as a matter of extreme urgency for the allevia- 
tion of their plight and of the Palestine problem.” 

It will be recalled that the Anglo-American Committee 
of Inquiry likewise recommended that efforts be made im- 
mediately to find new homes for these displaced persons. 
In making this recommendation the Anglo-American Com- 
mittee stated: “We have to report that such information 
as we received about countries other than Palestine gave no 
hope of substantial assistance in finding homes for Jews 
wishing or impelled to leave Europe.” 

The position in this respect has remained completely un- 
changed. The recommendation of the Anglo-American 
committee has remained a dead letter. Our unfortunate 
refugees are still languishing in the displaced persons’ camps 
facing a third winter after the termination of the war. The 
report of your Special Committee refers to the “intense 
urge” of these distressed persons to be allowed to go to 
Palestine. 

The “intense urge” of the Jewish displaced persons to 
proceed to Palestine and the refusal of most of them to go 
anywhere else springs not only from their realization that 
the prospects of their admission to other countries are slight 
in the extreme, and even then only of a very limited scope. 
It springs preeminently from the fact that Palestine offers 
to them that which they need most and cannot find any- 
where else: the chance of a real home, the prospect of a 
life in congenial surroundings, the insurance of permanency. 

All the longing of these uprooted people for a life of 
peace and dignity, for a normal and secure existence finds 
expression in this “intense urge” to go to Palestine. What 
more overwhelming and tragic evidence of this urge is re- 
quired than the persistent and desperate attempts of these 
men, women and children to reach the shores of the Jewish 
national home from where they are forcibly turned back— 
in the case of the Exodus 1947, back to Germany. And if 
it be countered that mere desire does not create a right, a 
complete answer is that that desire was the basis for the 
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creation of the right by the Balfour Declaration and the 
League of Nations mandate. 

That desire was recognized as morally so compelling that 
it led the victorious Allies in the first World War to estab- 
lish solemn international commitments guaranteeing the 
legal right of Jews to go to Palestine. 

The Jewish Agency strongly hopes that the nations of 
the world will welcome those among the displaced persons 
who wish to emigrate to other lands. The Jewish Agency 
never contemplated that any displaced person should be 
forced to go to Palestine. But surely, to compel those 
Jewish refugees, many of whom have close family ties with 
Palestine, to go against their will to other lands and to 
deny them the right to go to the Jewish national home would 
be most unjust and unkind and would be bitterly resented. 


“JewisH PRoBLEM IN GENERAL” 


The twelfth recommendation of the committee, which 
was not unanimously opposed by the Committee, reads: “It 
is recommended that in the appraisal of the Palestine ques- 
tion, it be accepted as incontrovertible that any solution for 
Palestine cannot be considered as a solution of the Jewish 
problem in general.” We are at a loss to understand the 
meaning of this recommendation—actually not a recom- 
mendation but a mere postulate. The “Jewish problem in 
general” is not a problem of Jewish immigration or of refu- 
It is the age-old problem of Jewish national home- 
lessness. 

There is but one solution to this problem, a national home. 
This was the basic Jewish problem which was faced by the 
Balfour declaration and the mandate, and to which the 
proper solution was given—the reconstitution of the national 
home of the Jewish people in Palestine. 

Without attempting at this stage a detailed analysis of the 
solution recommended by the minority of three members of 
the Special Committee, we must state at once that we find 
it wholly unacceptable, even as a basis for discussion. This 
minority report proposes the establishment of an independent 
Federal State of Palestine, consisting of what are described 
as an Arab and a Jewish “State,” though they are, in fact, 
little more than semi-autonomous cantons or provinces. 

It is obvious that under the constitutional provisions en- 
visaged in this recommendation, Palestine would become in 
effect an Arab State with two Jewish enclaves, in which the 
Jews would be frozen in the position of a permanent minor- 
ity of the population of the Federal State. Under the pro- 
posed constitution the Jewish province would not have con- 
trol over immigration even within the narrow confines of 
its own borders. Nor would it have control over its own 
fiscal policies. Not only with regard to the crucial question 
of immigration, but also with regard to many other mat- 
ters of fundamental importance, the ultimate power of de- 
cision will rest with the Arab majority of the proposed 
Federal State. 

The proposal is a variant of the federal scheme put for- 
ward last year by His Majesty’s Government, generally 
known as the Morrison Plan, which was rejected at the 
time both by Jews and Arabs, as well as by the Govern- 
ment of the United States. The plan entails for the 
Jews all the disadvantages of partition—and a very bad 
partition geographically—without the compensating advan- 
tages of a real partition; statehood, independence and free 
immigration. 


THe Majority Proposas 


As regards the majority report we wish to make the fol- 
lowing observations. These proposals are those of the Com- 


mittee. Needless to say, they are not the proposals of the 
Jewish Agency which, in fact, were ruled out by the Com- 
mittee. They do not represent satisfaction of the rights 
of the Jewish people. They are a serious attenuation of 
these rights. At the hearings of your Committee we fully 
defined these rights and their justification. I will not here 
impose upon you by restating them. 

Partition clearly was never contemplated by the Balfour 
Declaration of the mandate. It was intended that Palestine, 
the whole of Palestine, shall ultimately become a Jewish 
State. This is the clear testimony of Mr. Lloyd George, 
who was the British Prime Minister at the time of the 
issuance of the Declaration. The land referred to as Pal- 
estine in the Declaration included what is now Trans-Jordan. 
The Royal Commission of 1937 declared that “the field in 
which the Jewish national home was to be established was 
understood at the time of the Balfour Declaration to be the 
whole of historic Palestine.” That area has already been 
partitioned. 

The first partitioning of Palestine took place in 1922 
when Trans-Jordan, representing three-quarters of the orig- 
inal area of Palestine, was cut off and has since been set up 
by the British as an Arab kingdom. ‘Thus, one Arab state 
has already been carved out of the area assigned to the Jewish 
national home. It is now proposed to carve a second Arab 
state out of the remainder of the country. In other words, 
the Jewish national home is now to be confined to less 
than one-eighth of the territory originally set aside for it. 

This is a sacrifice which the Jewish people should not be 
asked to make. The legitimate national aspirations of the 
Arab peoples have been fully satisfied. President Truman, 
in his letter of October 28, 1946, to the King of Saudi 
Arabia, calls attention to this fact: “I am happy to note,” 
he writes, “that most of the liberated peoples [of the Near 
East] are now citizens of independent countries. The Jew- 
ish national home, however, has not yet been fully developed.” 

The Arabs possess today independent monarchies in Saudi- 
Arabia, Yemen, Egypt, Iraq and Trans-Jordan, and inde- 
pendent republics in Syria and Lebanon. A population of 
17,000,000 in Arab Asia occupies an area of 1,290,000 square 
miles, enormously rich in resources and potentialities. This 
area, which formerly belonged to the Ottoman Empire, and 
which, together with Egypt, was liberated by the Allied 
nations, includes all the centers which are primarily asso- 
ciated in history with Arab and Moslem traditions. Pal- 
estine, the historic home of the Jewish people, which the 
nations of the world after the last war declared to be the 
Jewish national home, is, after the loss of Trans-Jordan, 
only 10,000 square miles in extent, and it is now proposed, 
in the Majority Report, further to reduce the area of the 
Jewish national home by almost one-half. 


OsjectTions TO Majority Report 


It is not our intention at this time to enter into a detailed 
discussion of the many territorial provisions in the proposals 
of the Majority Report. But we feel constrained to point 
out at least two features which are open to most serious ob- 
jections. The Majority Report eliminates western Galilee 
—that is, most of Galilee—from the Jewish State. The 
Peel Commission included western Galilee in the Jewish 
State. For reasons which we shall endeavor to explain more 
fully at a later stage, we regard the proposed exclusion of 
western Galilee as an unjustified and a partiuclarly grievous 
handicap to the development of the Jewish State. 

Under the terms of the majority proposal, the city of 
Jerusalem is set up as a separate government unit. We 


would not question the propriety of placing the old city of 
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Jerusalem, which contains the holy places, as well as the holy 
shrines, which may be outside the walls of the old city, in 
the custody of an international trustee. But outside the old 
city a modern new city has grown up which contains a com- 
pact Jewish section of approximately 90,000 inhabitants. 
This new city includes the central national, religious and 
educational institutions of the Jewish people of Palestine. 

Excluding all of Jerusalem from the Jewish State would 
be a particularly severe blow. Jerusalem holds a unique 
place in Jewish life and religious traditions. It is the ancient 
capital of the Jewish nation and the symbol throughout the 
ages of Jewish nationhood. ‘The undefeated resolve of our 
people to be reconstituted as a nation in the land of Israel 
was epitomized in the solemn vow of the Psalmist and of the 
exiled people throughout the ages: “If I forget thee, O 
Jerusalem, let my right hand forget her cunning.” We 
strongly urge that the Jewish section of modern Jersualem, 
outside the walls, be included in the Jewish State. 

There are other modifications which we will take up at a 
later stage of these discussions. 


EvENT OF PARTITION 


To return to the basic solution of partition proposed by 
the Special Committee: It entails, as we have said, a very 
heavy sacrifice on the part of the Jewish people. But if such 
a sacrifice is made the inexorable condition of an immediate 
and final solution, we would be prepared to assume the re- 
sponsibility for recommending acquiescence to the supreme 
organs of our movement, subject, of course, to further dis- 
cussion of the constitution and territorial provisions which 
we assume will take place in the course of these sessions. 

We would be prepared to do so because the proposal 
makes possible the immediate re-establishment of the Jewish 
State, an ideal for which our people ceaselessly strove through 
the centuries, and because it ensures immediate and continu- 
ing Jewish immigration which, as events have demonstrated, 
is possible only under a Jewish State. We would do so also 
as our contribution to the solution of a grave international 
problem and as evidence of our willingness to join with the 
community of nations in an effort to bring peace at last to 
the troubled land which is precious to the heart of mankind. 

We are impressed with the recommendation in the report 
of an economic union between the two states. We approve 
of the conclusion reached by the committee that “in view 
of the limited area and resources of Palestine, it is essential 
that, to the extent feasible, and consistent with the creation 
of two independent states, the economic unity of the country 
should be preserved.” 

This appears to us to be a progressive and statesmanlike 
conception of great promsie. The Jewish Agency is pre- 
pared to accept this proposal of an economic union, It 
should, however, be understood that this economic union, 
while it would bestow some benefits on the Jewish State, 
would also impose grave sacrifices. The acceptable limit of 
these sacrifices is, in principle, clear: the Jewish State must 
have in its own hands those instruments of financing and eco- 
nomic control that are necessary to carry out large-scale 
Jewish immigration and the related economic development. 
The Jewish State must have independent access to those 
world sources of capital and supplies that are indispensable 
for the accomplishment of these purposes. 

The Majority Report provides, in effect, for a large sub- 
sidy from the Jewish to the Arab State, through equal shar- 
ing by the two states of the net revenues from customs and 
joint services. This subsidy would be a very heavy one in 
relation to the national income. The Jewish Agency would, 
however, be prepared to assume this burden as one of its 


sacrifices designed to find a way out of the present intolerable 
impasee. 


Mean TO BE Goop NEIGHBORS 


We mean to be good neighbors, not only to the Arab 
State of Palestine, but to the Arab States throughout the 
Middle East. And certainly we mean scrupulously to re- 
spect the equal rights of the Arab population in the free and 
democratic Jewish State. With the removal of political 
friction and bitterness which we hope will eventually result 
from the setting up of these two independent states, each 
people master in its own home, it should be possible to usher 
in an era of progress and regeneration which would be a 
boon to all the peoples in that important part of the world. 
What the Jewish people has already achieved in Palestine 
in a short time and in the face of enormous obstacles is in- 
dicative of what it hopes to do in the future along with, and 
in fullest cooperation with, all of its neighbors. 

Neighborliness, however, is a two-sided affair. Sincerely 
and without reservations we bring the offer of peace and 
friendship. If it is met in the same spirit, rich and abundant 
blessings will redound to all. If not, we shall be compelled 
to do what any people must do under such circumstances, 
defend our rights to the utmost. We have builded a nation 
in Palestine. That nation now demands its independence. 
It will not be dislodged. Its national status will not be 
denied. We are asked to make an enormous sacrifice to 
attain that which, if uninterfered with, we would have at- 
tained long ago. In sadness, and most reluctantly, we are 
prepared to make this sacrifice. Beyond it we cannot, we 
will not go. 

The report recommends that “during the transitional 
period the authority entrusted with the task of administering 
Palestine and preparing it for independence shall be responsi- 
ble to the United Nations.” In view of the statement of 
His Majesty’s Government it is not clear now which will 
be this authority. We favor an international authority un- 
der the United Nations to supervise and insure the imple- 
mentation of its decisions. 

Above all, we urge that the transitional period be as brief 
as possible. A period of two years is, in our judgment, con- 
siderably longer than is necessary or desirable. It is to be 
assumed that the transfer of the powers and functions of 
administration to the two peoples in their respective states 
would not take place at the end of the transitional period, 
but would be inaugurated immediately and consummated as 
rapidly as possible. The Jewish people of Palestine stands 
ready to assume immediately all responsibilities which the 
establishment of the Jewish State will involve. 


As To ENFORCEMENT MEASURES 


We agree with the report that “whatever the solution, 
enforcement measures on an extensive scale may be necessary 
for some time.’”’ The Jewish people hope that the transition 
from the present status of the country to the new status of 
two independent states, will be attended by a minimum of 
friction and conflict. Once the boundaries are defined and 
the states established by the United Nations they will be 
entitled to have their territorial integrity and sovereign rights 
respected and protected as fully as all other nations which are 
covenanted to peaceful relations under the Charter. 

All members of the United Nations, whether in the neigh- 
borhood of Palestine or elsewhere, who are bound by the 
principles of the Charter, will be expected to respect the 
rights of these new states, under pain of being condemned 
as aggressors and subjected to international sanctions. More- 
over, we assume that in the constitution of whatever military 
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or police force may be required during the transitional period, 
full use will be made of the trained manpower available in 
Palestine which will be prepared to offer its services to the 
United Nations to maintain law and order. 

The Jewish State, when it is established, will respect the 
sovereignty of its neighbor states as fully as it will defend 
its own. The Jewish people in Palestine is prepared to de- 
fend itself. It is not impressed by idle threats. A peor ’* 
that has survived the accumulated fury of the centuries, faced 
powerful empires in a bitter battle for survival and during 
the last war saw hundreds of thousands of its sons fighting 
for freedom in all the liberating armies of the Allied nations 
—while the head of the Palestine Arab Higher Committee 
was broadcasting Nazi propaganda from Berlin and con- 
gratulating Hitler on his African victories over the Allies— 
such a people will not be intimidated. Nor, we are confi- 
dent, will this great international body which is earnestly 
wrestling with this tremendously difficult problem and which 
is seeking a just and equitable solution, be terrorized into 
surrendering its high mandate. 

We recall with satsifaction that similar threats uttered by 
the same parties during the first special session did not influ- 
ence the resolution of the Assembly. Nor was the Special 
Committee impressed by these threats during its hearings. 
We hope that these same threats will not influence this great 
deliberative body which must be guided by principles of truth 
and justice—the underlying principles of its Charter. 

The Jewish people in Palestine, I repeat, will be prepared 
to defend itself. It will welcome, of course, whatever sup- 
port can properly be given to it by the United Nations or its 
members, pursuant to the decisions of the United Nations. 


Ir THE British WITHDRAW 


In this connection we must take note of the announcement 
made by the representative of the United Kingdom that its 


forces may not be available to the United Nations during 
the transitional period, and may be subject to early with- 
drawal from Palestine. In that event, in order to avoid 
the creation of a dangerous vacuum which might affect public 


security, the Jewish people of Palestine will provide without 


delay the necessary effectives to maintain public security 
within their country. 

Mr. Chairman and members of this committee: With this 
United Nations report we have reached one of the most im- 
portant crossroads of history. The course which will be fol- 
lowed will be fraught with destiny for all, the Jews, the 
Arabs and the United Nations. We hope that it will be a 
course of wisdom, justice and courage. The Jewish people 
hopefully awaits the dceision of this body. 

‘Twenty-five years ago a similar international organiaztion 
recognized the historic claims of the Jewish people, sanc- 
tioned our program and set us firmly on the road of realiza- 
tion. We were not then regarded as intruders or invaders, 
not even by the foremost leaders and spokesmen of the Arab 
world, but as a people returning home after a long sad exile. 
The world approved and acclaimed the return of Israel to 
its ancient homeland. The statesmen of the world faced the 
tragic problem of Jewish national homelessness and they set 
about to solve it. 

The Jewish people was confirmed in its right to rebuild its 
national life in its historic home. It eagerly seized the long 
hoped-for opportunity and proceeded to rebuild that ancient 
land of Israel in a manner which evoked the admiration of 
the whole world. It has made the wilderness blossom as the 
rose. Surely this great international body, surveying this 
faithful and fruitful work, will wish to see that work con- 
tinued, that undertaking advanced, that hope of the centuries 
consummated. It will be a noble achievement which will 
redound to the everlasting glory of this world organization. 
It will be a supreme act of international justice. 


Law and Justice, The Base of Peace 


PRESENT FOREIGN POLICY A FAILURE 


By ROBERT A. TAFT, United States Senator from Ohio 
Delivered before the World Affairs Council of Tacoma, Tacoma, Washington, September 25, 1947 


to me to talk to the World Affairs Council of Tacoma. 

The Council has provided one of the greatest forums 
for discussion of foreign policy in the Northwest. During 
this trip to the West, I have been interested primarily in 
discussing the record of the first Republican Congress in 
sixteen years. The Republican party has shown its ability to 
formulate a program in accordance with its principles, and 
to carry that program through over the strenuous opposition 
of many special interest groups, and in spite of the New Deal 
propaganda which has been built up so strongly for so many 
years. 
In the domestic field, the people elected a Congress for the 
purpose of eliminating wartime controls, reducing Govern- 
ment regimentation, expense and taxation, and eliminating 
injustices which had developed in labor relations. I have 
shown that the Republican party has kept its promises and 
done its job. 


I APPRECIATE the invitation which you have extended 


PRESIDENT’s Powers 


In the field of foreign policy, the Republicans have not had 
the same responsibility, because the Democrats still control 
the Presidency. The people do not realize to what a large 





extent the field of foreign policy is controlled by the Presi- 
dent, and how little Congress has to say about it. Under the 
Constitution, the President is given the power to initiate all 
negotiations with foreign nations and carry them on in every 
field up to the point where a treaty is entered into. He has 
power to make executive agreements with foreign nations 
without the approval of Congress, and more and more this 
power has been developed, often, I think, in derogation of 
the right of Congress to insist upon treaty ratification. 

The President’s power was also tremendously enlarged by 
the state of war and by war legislation. Much of the war 
legislation has been repealed, but the state of war exists 
until the peace is signed or declared. 

In the field of the United Nations, we have delegated 
complete power to the President to direct the actions of our 
representatives in the Security Council and the Assembly, so 
that the President may actually involve us in war without a 
declaration of war by Congress. In the Reciprocal Trade 
Agreements Act, we have temporarily delegated to the Presi- 
dent the power to reduce tariffs by 75 per cent from the 
statutory rate without the approval of Congress. 

The truth is that unless the President needs money to 
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carry out the agreements or arrangements he may make with 
foreign nations, he practically does not have to ask Congress 
for approval of any important item of his foreign policy. 
Just at the present time, however, it is true that much of our 
dealings with foreign nations seem to require cash from the 
United States Treasury, and so we have had to pass on 
the British loan, the appropriations for relief, and the Greek 
and Turkish loans; and the Marshall Plan, if developed, 
smust be submitted to Congress. Even in this field, however, 
it is difficult for Congress to repudiate agreements made by 
the President without at least bringing charges of bad faith 
on the part of this nation. 

In general, I believe Congress should hesitate to interfere 
with the President’s foreign policy, unless it involves us in 
the danger of an unnecessary war, or proposes to drain to an 
unreasonable degree the resources of our taxpayers and the 
product of our labor. I believe it is a field where Congress 
should not, except with great provocation, give foreign 
countries a picture of a divided America. 

The Republican Congress has done its best to cooperate 
with the President. Much has been made of the so-called 
bipartisan foreign policy, but most people do not realize 
that it has covered a very limited field. It has really extended 
only to Senator Vandenberg’s participation in the formula- 
tion of the United Nations Charter, in negotiations with 
European nations regarding peace in Europe, and in the 
regional agreement with South American nations. In these 
fields Senator Vandenberg has taken the lead and accomp- 
lished results which could never have been reached without 
his sound judgment and force. But in most other fields of 
foreign policy even he was not consulted until the policy 
itself had been formulated and was ready to be announced. 


Support To U. N. 


Thus in the matter of the Greek loan and the Marshall 
Plan, the Republicans were called in only to be asked to go 
along with a policy already adopted. The Republicans were 
not invited te have any part in the policy in China, the 
policy in Germany, or the policy in the Argentine. Nor, of 
course, was any Republican in any way responsible for the 
fatal mistakes made earlier at Teheran, Yalta and Potsdam. 

In spite of the lack of cooperation on the part of the 
President and the State Department, the Republicans, since 
they have controlled Congress, have tried not to rock the 
boat or upset any reasonable effort to correct past errors. 
‘They have supported the United Nations. Since the Russians 
indicated their unwillingness to accept the spirit of the 
United Nations, and their intention to veto all important 
actions, the Republicans have opposed any concessions to 
Soviet Russia. 

In my opinion, current foreign policy as far as possible 
should not be a subject of partisan debate, and the Republi- 
cans have not made it so. But it certainly is the function 
of the opposition to point to the serious errors of the past and 
the philosophy of government which brought them about. 
Foreign policy must be judged by its results, and the results 
of the foreign policy of the Administration during the past 
three years have created a situation as bad or worse than that 
which existed before the war, and have brought the world to 
a state of economic collapse. 

Certainly the Administration whose policies have pro- 
duced these results has no basis for appealing to the people 
for further confidence on the ground that they are peculiarly 
fitted or fitted at all to administer foreign policy. 


GERMAN THREAT CAUSED War 


We could have had only one justification for entering 
the war, a war we really entered long before Pearl Harbor. 


That was not because we desired to reform the world, but 
because we believed that German success would ukimately 
threaten our own freedom. After the magnificent work of 
our armed forces, backed by our industrial and agricultural 
production, we had only one real interest. That was to in- 
sure through an organization of nations that no nation what- 
ever should again undertake to conquer the world, and in 
particular, that such restraints be imposed upon German and 
Japanese production as would prevent their rearming. 

Of course, having become involved in the war, we had the 
responsibility of seeing that the new world started on a 
basis of freedom, justice and equality. This was the essence 
of the Atlantic Charter, a joint declaration by Franklin 
Roosevelt and Winston Churchill, formally transmitted to 
Congress by the President as the policy of his Administra- 
tion. 

The second clause of the Atlantic Charter stated that we 
desired to see no territorial changes that did not accord with 
the freely expressed wishes of the peoples concerned. 

The third clause stated that we respected the right of all 
peoples to choose the form of government under which they 
would live, and wished to see sovereign rights and self-gov- 
— restored to those who had been forcibly deprived of 
them. 

The fourth and fifth clauses expressed our intention to 
further the enjoyment of all states, great or small, victor or 
vanquished, of access, on equal terms, to the trade and to the 
raw materials of the world which are needed for their 
economic prosperity, for the purpose of securing economic 
advancement for all. 


We Lost THE PEACE 


The sixth and seventh clauses looked towards a new league 
of nations. 

Beginning, however, at Teheran, we gradually aban- 
doned most of the ideals stated in the Atlantic Charter until 
today the attainment of many of them is impossible. We 
have won the war, but we have lost the peace. 

Until Senator Vandenberg entered the picture, our atti- 
tude toward Russia was one of complete surrender. We gave 
them billions of goods under Lend-Lease, without a condi- 
tion looking to the post-war world. We seemed to feel that 
we had to beg Stalin to continue the battle against Germany, 
and accepted his view of military strategy in attack, which 
gave him the Balkans with Tito as the recognized leader in 
Yugoslavia. Later we seem to have insisted on Russia enter- 
ing the Japanese war, when the entrance proved to be un- 
necessary, and has only resulted in turning over Manchuria 
to Russia. President Roosevelt apparently felt that if Mr. 
Stalin received military aid and kind treatment from Eng- 
land and the United States, he would be transformed into 
an angel of light, bringing freedom to the world. This was 
the attitude clearly shown in the President’s interviews with 
Forrest Davis, published in The Saturday Evening Post, re- 
ferred to as the “Great Design.” 

This attitude at Teheran, at Yalta and at Potsdam was 
promoted apparently by the basic New Deal philosophy 
which influenced the whole Administration. The general 
attitude, as exemplified in the influence of the late Mr. 
Harry Hopkins, was a very friendly one toward communism. 
Many New Dealers would not go along with Mr. Henry 
Wallace, who felt that communism was merely another form 
of democracy, perhaps a little better form than our democ- 
racy; but there were a lot who did have that attitude. 


Move To Purce Reps 


Others doubted, but yielded to the party philosophy. Re- 
member how very soft they were toward the admission of 
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Communists into Government departments? Certainly 
Communists were there, or President Truman would not 
finally, two years after V-E Day, have requested $50,000,- 
000 to get rid of them. We can see now what a complete 
misconception of the whole Russian character and the char- 
acter of communism was involved, in the concessions made, 
and in the failure to exact guarantees regarding the post- 
war world. Those concessions, to anyone who understood 
the Russians at all, were certain to make Stalin the dominant 
figure in Europe and give powerful support to the cause of 
communism and to totalitarianism throughout the world. 

The Administration apparently did not even suggest that 
Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia, under the Atlantic Charter, 
were entitled to have their soverign rights and self-govern- 
ment restored. 

We recognized the right of the Russian Army to occupy 
the Balkans, and also Berlin and Vienna, which gives them 
today their powerful hold in Europe. With feeble protests, 
we turned over a large part of Germany to Poland in order 
that Poland might be compensated for territory desired by 
Russia, thus agreeing, in effect, to territorial changes con- 
trary to the wishes of the peoples concerned, in violation of 
the second clause of the Atlantic Charter. We actually with- 
drew our troops from territory we occupied in battle in Ger- 
many, occupied by us partly because the Russians were so 
busy seizing all of southeastern Europe except Greece. 


VENGEANCE PREVAILED 


The results of the New Deal policy are seen today in the 
occupation by Russia of large sections of Baltic, German and 
Polish territory, and their effective domination by force of 
Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria, Rumania, Yugoslavia, and large 
sections of Manchuria. Of course, it has made it infinitely 
more difficult to build a world state on a foundation of free 
nations when so large a section of the world is governed 
by a foreign oppressor. Any world state must be based to a 
considerable extent on a maintenance of the status quo if 
war is to be avoided. If that status quo contains fundamental 
injustices and oppressions the task of the new organization is 
almost impossible. It is contradictory to talk about the 
Security Council preventing aggression when aggression on 
a major scale has already occurred. 

Our dealings with Germany have been equally a repudia- 
tion of our ideals and of the Atlantic Charter. I think it is 
fair to say that our policy has been dominated primarily by 
vengeance and a desire to punish for the policies which caused 
the war. That is a very natural feeling which has tended to 
dominate every nation successful in a major war, but it has 
never produced any good result. We had in this country 
after the Civil War the most striking example of its futility 
and its tragedy. 

In effect, we adopted the Morgenthau plan. It was sug- 
gested in the Yalta conference, but it was for all practical 
purposes approved at Potsdam by President Truman in the 
text released on Aug. 2, 1945. 

The policy of the occupation was designed expressly to 
convince the German people of their criminal responsibility 
and to reduce them to a level of subsistence only. Produc- 
tion of all important manufactured goods was to be pro- 
hibited or limited, with the exception of coal. Payment of 
reparations in kind was to leave enough to enable the Ger- 
mans simply to exist without external assistance. Millions 
of Germans were to be deported from eastern Germany and 
thrown into the rest of Germany to feed and support. Ger- 
mans were to be educated in democracy and taught to abhor 
Hitler—a good idea if it could be done. 





The policy at Potsdam was carried out by a directive is- 
sued to the Commander in Chief of Occupation in April, 
1945, known as JCS 1067. Thereafter, in spite of constant 
disavowal that we were enforcing the Morgenthau plan, this 
directive, which was in effect the same thing, remained in 
force until this year. It finally came to an end on July 15, 
1947. 

This policy was a repudiation of the Atlantic Charter 
promise that: all nations, including vanquished nations, should 
have equal treatment from an economic standpoint. It was 
also utterly futile unless we were going to govern Germany 
forever. That always was impossible. Ten years from now 
the Germans are bound to be governing themselves even 
though foreign troops remain to prevent rearmament. 

If the destruction suffered by Germany in the war was 
not enough to discredit nazism, certainly it would not be 
more discredited by harsh treatment for a few years by arm- 
ies of occupation. In fact, attempted education by foreign 
invaders is more likely to produce the very opposite result 
from that which is sought. The policy of extreme denazi- 
fication down to the smallest units can have no possible 
effect once we have left Germany, and in the meantime 
deprives the nation of the services of nearly all Germans 
trained in government in those routine activities of local 
organization, so necessary to economic recovery. 

The result has been to keep the German people so short of 
food that many of them believe that starvation is our deliber- 
ate intention. It has been to deter all economic recovery so 
that it costs us $600,000,000 a year simply to bring the Ger- 
man diet up to a subsistence level. 

I remember several years ago in a committee hearing, I 
asked Mr. Morgenthau how he thought Europe could be 
prosperous if a nation of eighty million in the midst of 
Europe was reduced to an agricultural subsistence. His an- 
swer was that other countries around about Germany would 
quickly develop the necessary industries. I expressed doubt, 
but he was convinced. 


Lack oF REALISM 


Of course he was utterly unrealistic. Not only has the 
policy deprived the rest of Europe of many products which 
could be manufactured in Germany, but it has deprived them 
of a market for their own exports. It has, thus, completely 
upset the economy of Europe and now we are called upon 
for taxes from our taxpayers to remedy the breakdown. 

There is only one way in which Germany can be effec- 
tively controlled. That is to control the production of a 
limited number of essential products. The Vandenberg plan 
purposes that we remain in Germany indefinitely, but only 
to prevent rearmament. If that is the ultimate practical plan 
—and I believe it is—there is no reason why it should not 
have been adopted from the beginning of the occupation and 
German recovery promoted, so that its people might move 
toward the equal economic conditions promised by the At- 
lantic Charter. 

The result of our whole policy, furthermore, has been 
to destroy the reputation which we had acquired in the world 
for justice and fair dealing. Until this war, the United 
States had been looked upon in Europe as a disinterested 
party. But today we are regarded as another imperialistic 
nation acting in our own selfish interest. A recent poll shows 
that one-third of the British and a larger percentage of the 
French believe that America desires to dominate the world. 

We have failed to keep our promises to many people yearn- 
ing to be free. We have failed to keep our promises to the 
world regarding Germany. 
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Base or PEACE 


I do not see how we can hope to secure permanent peace 
in the world except by establishing law between nations and 
equal justice under law. It may be a long, hard course but 
I believe that the public opinion of the world can be led 
along that course, so that the time will come when that pub- 
lic opinion will support the decision of any reasonable im- 
partial tribunal based on justice. Our general attitude has 
been one of policy and expediency instead of law and fair 
dealing. Again I believe this attitude derives from the 


' domestic policy of recent years which has proposed to turn 


over all discretion to deal with any serious problem to ad- 
ministrative boards unrestrained by definite statutes and 
unrestrained by court review. That domestic policy derided 
a government of law, and glorified a government of men un- 
restrained by law or justice to individuals. 

I ‘believe our most creditable efforts have been that of 
establishing the United Nations, and the new Inter-American 
treaty. There we have made a serious attempt to keep our 
promises. There we have created a forum in which the prob- 
lems of the world likely to lead to war can be discussed and 
brought out into the open, and at least partially solved. The 
Inter-American treaty, credit for which must go to Secretary 
Marshall and Senator Vandenberg, offers even more hope of 
future peace. It sets an example which may ultimately be 
extended to the entire world. 

Even in the United Nations Charter, however, and parti- 
cularly in its first draft, we forgot about justice and turned 
to force as the basis of peace. All of the emphasis is on the 
powers of the Security Council to police the world. The 
Charter is not based primarily on a system of law or the 
administration of justice. Its plan is like one of setting up 
vigilantes to punish crime without a criminal code. The 
Security Council is required to make such decisions in its 
final use of force as will maintain peace and security, with- 
out any express reference to justice. Of course, the two are 
not synonymous. 


Case OF POLAND 


In theory, the Security Council acting in full compliance 
with the Charter could take territory from one nation to 
which it justly belonged and give it to another because it 
felt that such action would produce peace. Thus Mr. Cham- 
berlain agreed to the transfer of Sudetenland to Germany. 
In theory the Security Council might find that the destruction 
of an entire nation would tend to a more peaceful world. 
Poland for instance has always been a bone of contention 
between other nations. By substituting the maintenance of 
peace and security by force for law and justice, we authorized 
the basing of decisions on expediency, and for expediency 
there are no rules which cannot be changed to fit the facts 
of the particular case. 

It is astonishing that the original draft of the Charter at 
Dumbarton Oaks contained practically no reference to jus- 
tice whatsoever. Through Senator Vandenberg’s strenuous 
efforts, numerous references to justice were inserted in the 
final draft, but I do not believe that they extend to the 
Security Council in its use of force. The new emphasis on 
justice will certainly justify us in using our veto power 
whenever we think it necessary to prevent unjust decisions. 
By that course | believe we can develop a practice in accord 
with ideas of law and justice. 

In the long run, however, peace in this world can only be 
effected by a law agreed to by all nations, a court to interpret 
that law, and a police force to enforce the law. Until that 
occurs it is hard to see how we can surrender our veto except 


in limited fields covered by very specific definitions. Yet, as 
long as the great nations retain their veto power the Security 
Council cannot prevent a major war. 


Economic Steps CriTIcIzEp 


The dealings of the Administration in the foreign eco- 
nomic field have certainly not tended to produce world 
stability. We hastened into a theoretical plan for an inter- 
national fund and an international bank costing us $6,000,- 
000,000. We were assured it would bring economic stability to 
the world. Even assuming its principles were sound, which I 
have always questioned, it was a complete waste of funds 
to set it up before we had created a world in which it could 
effectively operate. 

Subsequently we found that the Bretton Woods agree- 
ments did nothing whatever to meet the real crisis in Europe, 
and contrary to the assurances of the Treasury at the time 
we were considering Bretton Woods, we had to make a 
direct loan to Great Britain. Now we see that that loan has 
failed largely of its purpose. In the Bretton Woods agree- 
ment, we forced the British Empire to agree to give up 
various established trade relations which they considered es- 
sential for their own economic life. No doubt our planners 
thought we were benefiting the world, but the British feel 
we were forcing them to buy American products they did 
not desire. 

In the British loan agreement, we insisted upon sterling 
being made convertible into dollars. It proved to be the last 
blow to the British economy. We have created the impres- 
sion that we are desirous of forcing American economic 
control over the entire world and particularly imposing on 
all nations the Hull-Clayton theory of free trade. I don’t 
think the charges are remotely justified, but they come about 
from an itching desire on the part of the Administration to 
tell the rest of the world how it shall run its affairs. 


“Mr. Fixrr”’ PHiILosopHy 


As I see it, the Administration was dominated by the “Mr. 
Fixit” philosophy of the New Deal. Just as the New Deal- 
ers wanted to run the lives of all citizens and improve them 
whether they wished to be improved or not, so have they 
tried to use our financial resources to force on the rest of the 
world the manner in which they shall conduct their foreign 
exchange, their foreign trade, and even their currency and 
other domestic affairs. No doubt we have acted in good faith 
in supporting an international control of international trade, 
but to Europe it looks like an American control trying to 
boss their affairs. 

I maintain, therefore, that outside the actual conduct of 
the war, we could not have made a worse mess of our foreign 
policy than we did. The only bright spots are General Mc- 
Arthur’s conduct of the occupation of Japan and the estab- 
lishment of the United Nations, and the recent agreement 
signed at Rio. True, Senator Vandenberg and the bipartisan 
policy finally reversed our whole attitude toward Russia to 
one of firmness, and was responsible for reversing our policy 
in Germany. But even in these restricted fields the biparti- 
san foreign policy was up against handicaps previously im- 
posed, which have, up to now, prevented any solution of 
those problems. 

It may be asked, what is the Republican foreign policy? 
I have said that under a Democratic President its keystone 
is cooperation. I have tried to point out that foreign policy 
should not be partisan. Of course, when we reach the time 
of the Presidential election, it will be incumbent on the Re- 
publican party to state the manner in which it will conduct 
the country’s foreign policy, but in the meantime I see no 
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reason why it should do more than declare certain general 
principles and oppose measures which it considers completely 
dangerous to the welfare of the country. Even when a 
Republican President is elected, we must recognize that there 
is no panacea to solve the present confusion from past error. 


Peace “A Guminc PRINCIPLE” 


But certain general principles can be stated which have 
succeeded in the past. My own belief is that the guiding 
principle of any foreign policy should be the maintenance of 
peace so long as conditions do not threaten the freedom of 
the people of the United States. In my opinion, that has 
not been the guiding principle of our foreign policy in the 
last fifteen years. Short of the loss of freedom, war is the 
greatest destroyer of all ideals. This war has cost us three 
hundred thousand lives, hundreds of thousands of perman- 
ently disabled, and the happiness of many families. It has 
cost us $250,000,000,000 of debt. It has imposed upon us a 
current financial budget for interest, veterans, armed forces 
and foreign aid so heavy as to threaten the successful con- 
tinuation of a system of free enterprise. It has brought 
destruction to many parts of the world. 


In the end that destruction must injure us also. Successful 
though we were in all the military phases of the war, we 
face a condition in the world today not much less threatening 
than existed in 1940. Even the nation that wins a war, loses 
the war. That nation must abandon at least temporarily the 
very freedoms for which the war is fought; and once aban- 
doned we have found that those freedoms are not easy to 
recover. 


I believe our foreign policy should be built around the 
United Nations, changing the whole emphasis of the organi- 
gation to the establishment of law and equal justice under 
law. Only then could we consider the abandonment of the 
veto power. I do not see how we can abandon our own 
veto power, and thereby give a majority of the Security 
Council the right over our objection to carry through an 
unjust attack on the United States or any other nation. 
There must first be a law written and agreed to by all deal- 
ing with the subject on which the veto is waived. That is 
not impossible. A beginning has been made to writing a 
definition of aggression at Rio de Janeiro. The American 
Legion has proposed a nutnber of amendments to the Charter 
moving in the direction I have indicated. 


Russian AGREEMENT 


Of céurse, we face a situation in the present Russian atti- 
tude which makes progress along this line difficult. If it 
becomes impossible, if Russia in effect withdraws from any 
real participation in effective action by the United Nations. 
I believe we should proceed without Russia to perfect a 
United Nations which will operate in a limited field. We 
have perfected such an organization with the Latin-Ameri- 
can nations, which may serve as an example to the rest of 
the world. But I am hopeful that in time there may be 
enough agreement with Russia to permit effective operatian 
of the present United Nations in many fields. 

I have not believed that Russia intends, or desires, a 
conquest by force of arms of additional territory to that 
occupied during the war. I have not felt—for the present 
at least—that Russia desires a fighting war, or would give 
serious consideration to it. I do feel that Russia desires to 
make communism the accepted form of government, both in 
occupied territories and throughout the world. I do not 
believe we should yield to Russia in any way in its plan for 
spreading the Communist philosophy. 





In communism we face a curious form of aggression. But 
outside the power of the Russian Army limited to Europe 
and Asia, it is the battle of ideologies. We cannot fight the 
ideology of communism with soldiers. War in itself creates 
a condition favorable to totalitarian government, and, there- 
fore, to communism. 


“BATTLE IN Eacn Country” 


In general, the battle must be fought out in each country 
by the people of that country. Undoubtedly the conditions 
are more favorable for communism in countries having severe 
economic hardship, and so in that field we can be helpful 
with loans and other assistance. But let us not overestimate 
the power of our money. Certainly, our money cannot rule 
the peoples of the world. I was willing to try a large-scale 
use of money in Greece to maintain the status quo during 
the peace negotiations, but we might as well recognize that 
the Greek type of experiment is impossible in Italy and 
France because of the tremendous scale on which money 
would have to be poured in. It might well produce more 
hostility to the United States, and more arguments for the 
Communists. 

But one thing is certainly clear. We should meet commun- 
ism first here in the United States, bring it out into the open 
and eliminate its influence. If we can’t meet it successfully 
at home, how can we hope to meet it in Europe? Our leaders 
should speak out in behalf of the American system and get 
away from the inferiority complex about it we have seen in 
recent years. The New Dealers really attacked the basic 
philosophy of American government, its belief in individual 
and local freedom, in competition and in reward for incen- 
tive. They echoed the arguments of Moscow against it, and 
wanted to move our system well over toward that of Russia. 
The time has come for leaders of all our parties to point 
out the merits of the American system, and the principles 
behind it. 

PROGRAM FOR GERMANY 


In Germany, we should speed up the present tendency to 
reverse the Potsdam plan. We should help the Germans 
develop an economic system which will support them with- 
out assistance from this country. We should work out at 
once, and announce, the limitation and nature of the controls 
required to prevent the development of another war machine. 
We should also work out the amount of coal and other 
current production which can properly be required in the 
nature of reparations. Within those controls and require- 
ments, the Germans should be allowed to develop their own 
economy regardless of competition with other nations, and 
with the same freedom of access to raw materials which the 
other nations have. 

In Japan we should proceed to make peace as rapidly as 
possible and with controls to insure against the development 
of armament, a much more simple matter in the case of 
Japan than Germany. We should permit Japan to support 
itself like any other nation. 

We might as well face the fact also if we are going to 
keep any nation at a lower standard of living than the rest 
of the world, it will soon learn to produce more cheaply 
than other nations and compete with us throughout the 
world. We might well return to the principles of the Atlan- 
tic Charter and recognize that. our policies should be directed 
as far as practicable toward raising the standard of living 
of every nation, including the conquered countries. 


Customs UNIon 


In the economic field, we have had proposed to us the 
so-called Marshal plan, which is not really a plan at all, but 
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only a combination of suggestions. The first suggestion is 
that European nations try to help each other before asking 
the United States for help. That certainly is a reasonable 
proposal, but we have heard little of any effective proposals 
to that end from the conference in Paris. If such self-help 
can be worked out by a customs union, it should redound to 
the development in each country of that production to which 
it is best suited. I still hope that we can reach an agreement 
with Russia regarding a unified Germany. If that is not 
done, then the rest of Germany outside the Russian zone 
should certainly be integrated into the economy of western 
Europe. 

When it comes to our part in the Marshall plan, however, 
there are certain principles which must govern its applica- 
tion. We cannot afford to go on lending money on a global 
scale. These loans in all human probability will never be 
repaid. They are gifts to other countries of our labor, and 
our natural resources, of which we have none too great a 
supply. They are paid for by heavy taxes on American pro- 
duction and American workers. 

| have always felt that we should help the nations whose 
economy was destroyed by war to get on their feet. We 
should give them the machinery and the raw materials neces- 
sary to set the wheels going. We have to continue to ship 
food to prevent starvation, and some additional food to tide 
them over a reasonable standard of living, until the mach- 
inery does move. But I believe our loans should be made 
to specific countries for specific purposes and only to pay for 
goods shipped from the United States. 


“Wortp WPA” WouLtp FAIL 


This year we have in our budget some $4,000,000,000 to 
finance foreign shipments. I would hope that our annual 
contribution might be gradually less until it is entirely elim- 
inated in a period of about four years. In the meantime, the 
International Bank is in operation with resources of $8,000,- 
000,000 or more and can be of further assistance, such as- 
sistance incidentally coming almost entirely from the United 
States. 

In the long run, no nation can live on the bounty of 
another nation. It can only permanently enjoy a standard 
of living produced-by its own earnings or reasonable hope of 
future development. I think we overestimate the accomplish- 
ments to be secured by a few dollars from outside compared 
to the international organization and management of any 
nation by its own leaders. Certainly we wish to help, but an 


international WPA would fail to solve the problem of world 
work just as it failed to solve unemployment in the United 
States. I do not believe that America can save the world 
with money. We can only help the world to save itself if it 
wishes to be saved and makes its own utmost effort. 

Of course, in this intermediate period, we must maintain 
a strong Army and Navy, and while the Russian attitude 
remains what it is, we had better retain the atomic bomb. 
I do not sympathize with those who say that our Army 
and Navy have fallen to pieces. They are still the most 
powerful in the world, unless we want to fight the Russian 
millions in their own back yard. 

If we can’t maintain adequate armed forces with an ex- 
penditure of $10,500,000,000 a year, then we must have a 
very inefficient management of the Army and Navy. We 
know that is not so. We want the most expert Army the 
world has ever seen to meet the contingencies of modern 
warfare. We want the best research for military purposes, 
and we want the best organized intelligence service. This 
Congress has already unified the armed services and has 
provided a system of promotion in the Army and an intelli- 
gence service which should tremendously improve the 
efficiency of our defense. 


Oppose AGGRESSION 


In conclusion, our foreign policy should be the expression 
of the interests and ideals of the American people. It should 
express first our determination to maintain peace if at all 
possible. It should express a determination to join with 
others in opposing aggression by other nations in order to 
preserve peace. It should express our interest in an inter- 
national organization to prevent aggression. It should not 
interfere with the kind of government other nations wish 
to have, nor with the economic policy they wish to pursue 
if it is reasonably fair to us. The United States does not 
want to be a busybody. We don’t want to develop an era 
of American imperialism. Somehow our people don’t like to 
boss other people, just as they don’t like to be bossed—and 
so they are not good at the job. We can never make a success 
of imperialism because we are not imperialists. 

We must stand up for our system of individual and 
economic freedom, and point out the dangers of a totalitarian 
world. If we can show that this country can maintain free- 
dom and the highest standard of living in the world under 
the American system, it will not be many years before the 
example set will be followed by every other nation. 


Marshall Plan, Europe’s Only Alternative 
To Communism 


SPECIAL SESSION OF CONGRESS NECESSARY TO IMPLEMENT THE PLAN 
By HAROLD E. STASSEN, former Governor of Minnesota 
Delivered to the New York Chamber of Commerce, New York, N. Y., September 17, 1947 


R. Chairman, Members and Guests of the New 

York Chamber of Commerce: I respond with 

pleasure to your invitation to meet with you this 

noon in the Empire State of New York, ably presided over 

by your outstanding Governor, the honorable Thomas E. 
Dewey. 

We meet on Constitution Day. This day, 160 years 

after the adoption of our Constitution, and more particu- 


larly, two years after the victorious end of World War II 
appears to me to be a good day on which to take stock of 
the basic situation in which our America is involved. 

Our country is now engaged in a basic worldwide com- 
petition of ways of life. It is participating in a clash of 
ideologies as to the manner in which man should live in 
his social, economic, political and religious systems. This 
struggle involves the fundamental difference between the 
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view that man is an individual, of human dignity, that he 
has a spiritual value, and is endowed by his creator with 
certain inalienable rights; and the opposing view that man 
shall be measured on solely a material basis, evaluated for 
what he can produce, and be controlled and directed in his 
economic, social and political life by those in command of 
a state. 

The strongest exponent of the opposing ideology is the 
Soviet Union of Russia. Its doctrine and philosophy is set 
forth most completely by Karl Marx, Frederick Engels, 
Nicolai Lenin and Joseph Stalin. 

The United States of America is the strongest exponent 
of the free way of life. Its philosophy has been set forth 
most explicity in the Constitution of our country adopted 
on this day, September 17th, in the year 1787. This ideology 
has also been expressed and implemented in the writings 
and speeches and actions of Thomas Jefferson, George 
Washington, and Abraham Lincoln. 

But these are not the only exponents or advocates of 
either one of these philosophies. All over the world men 
and nations, in varying degrees, believe in and advocate the 
one or the other, or grope in confusion to find their own 
beliefs and to check and study the two opposing results. 

As I see it, it is inevitable that this competition and clash 
will continue. But it is not inevitable that it will lead to 
war. In fact, if we remain strong in a military sense so 
that we do not tempt others to seek a decision by force, 
there is an excellent likelihood that this basic struggle will 
be resolved on the economic, social and ideological fronts 
and will never be an issue in the grim and tragic holocaust 
of a third world war. 

In reality this basic issue cannot be decided by war. A 
series of tragic mistakes and miscalculations, or a mad 
decision might lead to war, but even then the question of 
how man should live would not be thus concluded. That 
decision must be made of the minds and hearts of men. It 
cannot be resolved by force. 

It is of tremendous importance therefore that we identify 
the nature of the competition that is going on and develop 
a clear-cut, well-understood united program for our coun- 
try to follow. It is vital that we cut through the confusion 
that exists; that we meet narrow arguments of prejudice 
or of political opportunism; that we openly analyze the 
situation in which we find ourselves and the most desirable 
course to follow. 

I present to you today, in concise form, within the limits 
of a single address, a series of basic views upon the elements 
involved in this great problem with a plea that I do not 
wish my terseness to be taken as an indication of a dog- 
matic approach. Far from it. I do not claim to have all 
the answers to this fundamental problem, but I do believe 
that by the exposure of tentative conclusions, of the premises 
upon which they are based, we can search through together 
and find better answers for our country, than we can by 
being coy and evasive. 

It is my first premise that the individual freedom of man 
is inseparable, that his economic, social, political and reli- 
gious freedom are all intertwined, that they all spring from 
a basic concept of the nature of man, and that you cannot 
take away economic freedom and for long have true social, 
civil, or religious freedoms. This spotlights the basic error 
and confusion of the liberal socialists, who in an effort to 
correct deficiencies in a free economic system, would move 
toward centralized control of the economy under Socialism 
and thereby take away the true economic freedom of individ- 
ual men but who protest that they wish to n.aintain or to 
advance the social, political and religious freedoms of men. 


It is not possible to long maintain true freedom to speak 
and to assemble and to vote and to worship, if freedom 
to work and to buy and to sell and to own and to earn 
are taken away and citizens made subject to the whim of 
men in government for their food, their shelter and their 
clothing. 

England is now giving one of the most significant demon- 
strations of this basic fact. When the socialization and na- 
tionalization program was proposed at the end of the war, 
it was loudly protested that it meant advanced liberties for 
their people and did not mean taking away traditional 
English rights of individual freedom. Certainly no country 
is more thoroughly grounded in the precious nature of in- 
dividual liberty than England. Yet as their socialization 
proceeded, production declined, and with its decline, the 
economic emergency heightened until a few weeks ago the 
most sweeping peacetime powers ever delegated to its gov- 
ernment over individual workmen were enacted. 

Country after country since the war, either by its suc- 
cess in turning toward economic freedom, or by its failure 
in its moves in economic centralization, has furnished addi- 
tional proof of this basic premise. The best recovery since 
the war and the best production records have been made 
by Norway, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Denmark. 
These are the countries that did not move in the direction 
of socialization or in peacetime control of the economies, 
but instead gradually released wartime regimentation and 
increased the individual economic freedom of their people. 
The result is that individual social and civil and religious 
rights are also stronger in these countries today than in the 
other nations of Europe. 

Centralization of an economy decreases production. De- 
creased production means increased dissatisfaction and want 
on the part of the people. Soon the point is reached where 
either the economic policy of government must be reversed 
or the people must be controlled and their rights and liber- 
ties taken away to prevent revolt. 

One of America’s messages to the people of the World 
should be this, “Beware of leaders who say, ‘Give to us your 
economic freedom, and we will insure to you your material 
needs and your civil, social and religious freedom’. They are 
either confused, mistaken, or deceptive in their approach.” 

My second premise is that Rule A for America in this 
world competition must be to keep her own domestic economy 
strong and free. Unless this is done, none of the alternatives 
before us can effectively be carried out. The economic 
strength of America is home base for freedom in this world 
contest. To keep it strong requires first of all to keep it 
highly productive, and that in turn means that we should 
not move toward the nationalization or socialization of any 
industry or enterprise in America. It also means that we must 
taper off from our excessively high wartime tax levels. But 
it does not mean that we refuse to move toward correction 
of deficiencies, weaknesses, and maladjustments in our sys- 
tem. The American system is not one of ancient laissez 
faire capitalism. It is a modern capitalism evolved with trial 
and error through a century and a half of vigorous representa- 
tive government. It involves basically an approach of estab- 
lishing the broad rules of the road under which capital and 
labor and individual citizens can conduct their affairs. Fun- 
damentally it requires that the rights and opportunities of the 
people shall not be subjected to administrative whim and 
caprice. It includes the hammering out, by the slow and 
sometimes confused but definitely superior, legislative meth- 
ods, of the basic outlines of limits of individual freedom 
so that the actions of one do not unnecessarily infringe 
upon the liberties of another. Thus has been developed the 
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anti-trust acts, the non-restraint of trade laws, the limita- 
tions on speculation, minority rights, punishment for fraud, 
labor relations legislation, unemployment compensation and 
the whole range of basic codes for production and trade. 
This process of analyzing and correcting weaknesses must 
continue to keep our dynamic modern capitalism strong and 
to yield the greatest good to the greatest number. But the 
process must not be diverted toward the pattern of central- 
ized detailed control which springs rather from the opposing 
socialist and Communist theories. 

With these two basic premises ever in mind, we should 
give all-out support to the Marshall Plan for the rebuilding 
of Europe. 

We should seek to constructively implement and fill in 
its broad outline. It is not a perfect plan, and some have 
well said that it is not really a plan at all. But we need 
to realistically face alternatives. As Europe moves into this 
next bleak Winter, there are only two plans for Europe— 
one is the Marshall Plan, and the other is the Communist 
Plan. The Marshall Plan envisages assistance of this coun- 
try on the basis of a proposal developed by Europe for its 
own self-help and for its needs from America. It envisages 
the rebuilding of Europe, the gradual raising of the stand- 
ards of living of its war-torn people, and the maintenance 
there of political and economic freedom, and of independence 
from ourselves and from others, 

The Communist Plan as I judge it, seeks a Europe, mov- 
ing step by step along a socialist route. It calls for a limita- 
tion and disruption of the production of European countries 
until Communist minorities can attain control, the chaining 
of the people through economic control, efforts then and not 
until then toward rebuilding production, the wiping out of 
civil and social liberties of its people under Communist dic- 
tatorships, and the orientation of both the economy and the 
foreign policy in the direction of Russia. 

With this alternative, it is extremely clear that the best 
interests for the future of the people of Europe and of 
America lies in choosing the alternative of the Marshall Plan. 

My urgent message today is that speed is necessary in its 
implementation. The President should promptly advise the 
country of the clear fact that Europe cannot move into this 
next Winter without a definite program from this country. 
A special session of Congress should be called by the Presi- 
dent to meet the problem. 

As these weeks and months slip by, knowirg that the cold 
blasts of winter will soon sweep out of the North Sea, that 
hunger and cold and death wait for no man, it is time we 
ask the President of the United States, ““What are you wait- 
ing for?” If the answer is, that our government is not 
ready with a program for action we should ask, ““Why not?” 
It is over two years since the end of the war. The basic 
facts of this year’s economic situation in Europe were known 
months ago. This is not a surprise situation. It is a chal- 
lenge that has been known for many months but not ade- 
quately met to this day. The American people are over- 
whelmingly in support of meeting the problem. They seem 
to be more keenly aware than our leaders of the require- 
ments of the world-wide competition in which we are en- 
gaged. America’s future and the future of freedom in 
Europe and around the world demand definite action and 
prompt action and sound action. 

The shortage of food around the world for this next 
winter requires immediate action. We should begin at once 
a nationwide, ccordinated, voluntary food conservation pro- 
gram in America. Every week that goes by without the 
initiation of such a program means food wasted that could 
otherwise be saved. This is important both for Europe and 
for us. Unless we do this the pressure of demand on a 
dwindling food supply next winter will drive our high 


prices even higher and increase the danger of boom and bust 
in the American economy. Instead of drifting along as we 
now are without leadership in this food problem, a definite, 
nationwide voluntary program of personal and industrial 
conservation of food should be initiated promptly. It must 
be under leadership of the President and the government 
as this is the only place from which effective national leader- 
ship of this type can come. 

The urgent needs of Europe beyond food, as has been 
known ever since the end of the war, and as recently speci- 
fied in definite figures, include mining machinery, electrical 
equipment, steel making equipment, inland transport facili- 
ties and agricultural machinery. Is it not clear that these 
cannot be suddenly obtained from our American production 
now operating at almost full tilt? Early and definite order- 
ing on a sensible schedule of delivery so as to permit ex- 
pansion and adjustment of specific manufacture is essential 
not only to obtain the results for Europe but to decrease 
the adverse impact on the American economy at home. This 
leads me to directly suggest a number of factors which I 
believe should be included in the implementation of the 
Marshall Plan. 

The Marshall Plan thus far does not have any detailed 
principles set forth. I think this should be our approach 
to the nations of Europe. First of all, regardless of their 
individual economic, social or political decisions, we will 
endeavor to the best of our ability to assist them with food 
and to seek to prevent starvation and suffering. Second, 
that we are willing to go beyond that to make major con- 
tributions toward the rebuilding of their production, and 
of their entire economy, if and only if, they are moving in 
a direction of economic freedom of their own people and 
are not sliding down the road of socialism or communism. 

I realize there are those who criticize this conditional 
approach. They say it involves dictation to the European 
nations and interference in their internal affairs. On the 
contrary it appears elementary that if we do believe that 
individual freedom is the most productive form of an econ- 
omy, and if our objective is to assist the European nations 
in improving their conditions and rebuilding, then we should 
definitely advecate and place conditions in relationship to 
our aid program. 

If a nation insisted on tying one arm of each of its 
workers behind his back, and then asked for help in build- 
ing up production and rehabilitating their war-torn areas, 
would we not clearly insist that they untie their workers 
as a condition of our aid? The regimentation of an econ- 
omy and the socialization of industries restricts the capa- 
bility of the workers of a country, deprives them of tools 
and of effective management and holds them down just as 
effectively as if their hands were tied behind their backs. 
Every major scrap of evidence, not only since the war but 
in the earlier economic history of the world, confirms this 
conclusion. Why then should we not place economic con- 
ditions on the program of our aid toward rebuilding? Can 
it be sustained that the leaders of European governments 
should say, “Give us your machinery, your electrical equip- 
ment, your steel making facilities, your railroad cars and 
your locomotives but do not give us any economic ideas!” 

I do not mean that we can expect or should ask for a 
sudden change toward a free economy. I do mean that we 
should seek an understanding of the economic direction in 
which they will move and as a minimum require during the 
time they are receiving American aid they should not take 
steps of increased nationalization or socialization, and should 
not increase their control over the economic liberties of 
their people, and should move toward more individual free- 
dom for their workers, their managers and their capital. 

I am convinced that is the direction in which their own 
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future better living standards can be found, and it is also 
the direction in which a world economic system will give 
increased prospects for peace. 

I believe further that the amount of aid that we extend 
should be substantial, and not miserly, and that we should 
contemplate its continuance over a period of years, at least 
five in number, rather than a hit or miss Winter by Win- 
ter approach. 

Third, that the appropriations of Congress for carrying 
out this program should not be made to foreign nations 
directly as loans but that an American agency, a Peace 
Production Board, if you will, should be established, and 
the appropriations made to this agency for the purpose of 
purchasing and ordering the manufacture in this country 
of definite materials and food for other countries. The 
specifications of needs of the other countries should be re- 
ceived and the purchasing and manufacturing should be 
scheduled. The reasons are manifold. With the strain we 
place on our domestic economy, our proper scheduling of 
manufacturing and of purchasing is of great importance, if 
we are not to subject it to sudden impacts upon specific 
segments. 

Furthermore, by having it be an American agency that 
conducts the program here, it will be subject to continuous 
supervision and inquiry by Congress and by the American 
people. This is not true of a foreign purchasing agency. 

Finally, there should be a condition in our aid program 
that those who receive it, agree that raw materials under 
their control would be available to us in future years on 
the same basis as they are available to others. This is of 
great importance because at the high rate of production of 
our economic machine, many of our basic raw materials 
are becoming depleted in supply. Unless we are foresighted, 
we may well reach a point five, ten and fifteen years from 
now of critical shortages in specific raw materials, and then 
be faced with restrictive economic policies by others. A 
reasonable amount of stockpiling should be currently carried 
out and arrangements for assisting in the opening up and 
developing of raw material sources by American capital and 
engineering should be completed. 

By establishing our own Production for Peace agency, 


the priorities of assistance can be developed so that those 
specific needs of high priority, such as production of coal 
in the Ruhr and in England, and Customs Unions such as 
those between Belgium and the Netherlands can be advanced. 

Above all, we must recognize that we will not success- 
fully carry through this basic competition of systems in the 
world by a negative attitude of opposition, nor will we 
carry it through in a short time. We must be positive and 
affirmative and constructive in our approach to this world- 
wide problem. We must advocate the dynamic qualities of 
our basic system of freedom and emphasize that it does not 
involve subordination to us, but it does involve cutting 
loose the bonds upon men that they might be free to pro- 
duce, to invest, to manufacture, to sell, to buy, to live. 
We must clearly recognize that a negative approach of op- 
position could well result in our support of a reactionary 
and royalist element in various parts of the world which do 
not represent the dynamics of American freedom and can- 
not advance our way of life. 

I am confident in our ultimate success, as I believe basi- 
cally in the fundamental concepts of our way of life. But 
I realize full well that the essential fundamental change in 
policy of Russia will not come quickly if it comes at all. 
We need to understand the difficulties of the Russian situa- 
tion, the background of their development after becoming 
free of the Czarist regime, and of the extreme danger that 
they suffered in the war. They cannot easily change their 
basic approach. 

Our task is difficult, but the stakes are high. If we are 
to advance the freedom of men without war, we must suc- 
ceed in this economic and ideological competition. We must 
economically and ideologically win over the Russians— 
and then win them over. 

No one can now prove that the latter can or cannot be 
done. But is it not the best hope of peace and progress and 
freedom for ourselves and for all mankind. I have a sober 
optimism and a deep confidence in the future if we in 
America stop our worldwide economic drifting and begin 
to act and to advocate in accord with the dynamic principles 
of freedom set forth in the Constitution adopted on this 
day 160 years ago. 


The Moral Force of Women 


DESTINY OF AMERICA IN THEIR HANDS 
By HARRY S. TRUMAN, President of the United States 


Delivered over the Radio, Washington, D. C., October 8, 1947 


SPEAK today to you—the women of the United States 

—in or‘‘'er to emphasize the need for greater participa- 

tion by women in the affairs of our country. Our 
nation, at this time, must have responsible citizens, thought- 
ful citizens, earnest citizens, who will work to solve the 
difficult problems confronting us. 

The women of this country, by recognizing their responsi- 
bility to take an active part in the determination of the grave 
issues of the day, can furnish this type of citizenship. 

Women can provide immediate leadership in dealing with 
one of these great issues. Women can make an invaluable 
contribution to the welfare of our nation—and of the world 
—by lending their wholehearted support to our food-saving 
program. Indeed, the responsibility for the success of that 
program rests very largely with the American housewife. 
She is an indispensable fighter in our war against hunger. 


The American housewife has never failed her country when 
she has been called upon to sacrifice in its interest. I know 
that she will not fail in the great task now before us. 

I know, too, that if the women of our nation exert the 
tremendous moral force for good which they possess, we shail 
make greater and more lasting progress in overcoming the 
other difficulties that concern us and the world. 

As a nation we stand now on the threshold of a wonderful 
opportunity, unique in history. We are a thriving country. 
The facts of our high employment and our great farm and 
industrial production speak for themselves. We are a strong 
and peace-loving nation. 

The United States, more than any other nation, is in a 
position to give reality to the four freedoms. The United 
States should and can be the first nation in which the people 
—all the people—are free from want and free from fear, 
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free to speak and to write as their hearts dictate, and free 
to worship as they will. 

This is no idle dream. It is a goal well within the power 
of this mighty nation of ours to achieve. 


The actions of our government to improve social security, 
public health and education, and to develop and conserve 
our national resources, must not be allowed to lag behind 
the needs of the people. Nor can we falter in our unceasing 
quest for a just, permanent peace in the world. The need 
is for us, the people, to summon the will to achieve these 
goals, and to translate that will into positive action. 

In this undertaking, the women of the United States have 
a great opportunity and a great responsibility to play the 
decisive part. Women in this country won the right to vote 
only after a long, hard struggle. Now, over one million more 
women than men are eligible to vote in the United States. 
Thus, the power lies in the hands of American women—in 
your hands—to share the destiny of America. And yet when 
the time comes to register and the opportunity comes to vote, 
many of our women neglect this responsibility of citizenship. 

Foreign nations are deeply interested in the size of our 
vote. The reason is clear. The United States is the fore- 
most example of democratic government in the world. Men 
and women in other lands are comparing the operation of 
our democratic system with other forms of government. We 
do not want them to conclude that we are not interested in 
the vigor of our government, or that we are indifferent to 
the issues before us! We must prove to them that we take 
our democracy seriously. They must understand that we 


accept the responsibilities of our form of democracy as well 
as its privileges. 

When you, the women of American, make your will felt 
at the polls you make an invaluable contribution to this 
democratic system. The moral force of women has always 
had a wholesome influence upon the character of civilization. 
They are deeply responsive to the fundamental human values. 
Women care more for people than for dollars, more for 
healthy children than fat dividends. Women want a society 
in which we build schools instead of prisons. Women want 
a world in which we sow and harvest the seeds of a good life 
instead of the seeds of war. 

You now have a great opportunity to make this whole- 
some influence increasingly effective by the full use of your 
power at the ballot box. 

Your vote is your insurance that the American people will 
always be free members of a democratic society; your insur- 
ance that we shall continue to live in a democracy where men 
can worship God in their own fashion, can speak and write 
as they please, and have equal justice under law. 

Your vote is your investment in the future of the United 
States, your investment to insure a country where your 
children will have opportunities for decent homes, good 
health, good jobs and adequate education. 

Your vote is a down payment on the kind of world in 
which nations respect one another, a world in which nations 
are good neighbors because they know that good neighborli- 
ness offers the only hope of lasting peace. 

Your vote is your best way of getting the kind of country 
—and the kind of world—you want. 


The Tyrant Minorities 


TIME RUNS AGAINST ALL TYRANNIES 
By FRANK DIEHL FACKENTHAL, Acting President, Columbia University, New York 
Delivered at the Opening of the 194th Academic Year of Columbia University, New York, N. Y., September 24, 1947 


HE 194th year of this University opens in anxious 

and uncertain times. Individuals, groups, and nations 

are under great tension; in their search for the wise 
and responsible course they must grope through the fogs of 
selfishness, cupidity, lust for political and economic power, 
that shroud our present world. 

It may be pertinent to observe that at the conclusion of 
almost twenty centuries of the Christian era, and after a 
million years of development and progress, man finds himself 
trapped—trapped in his own progress; trapped in that he is 
face to face with himself at last, and can no longer escape. 
He must examine himself as a social being; he must learn 
what happens to him and to his fellow atoms in the cyclotron 
of life’s buffetings, and how to control for constructive use 
the human energies thereby released. He must solve the 
probiem of his own nature. 

No longer are there vast areas on the earth’s surface to 
which groups of dissenters, non-conformists, and the rebel- 
lious, can go to set up life anew. Even the polar regions 
are bespoken in no uncertain terms. On the other hand, no 
longer do mountains or oceans or distances constitute bar- 
riers between peoples. The barriers that remain are those 
of misunderstanding and misapprehension, and far from 
being a defense, they are until removed a constant danger. 
The economic, social and political interests of the world are 
so closely intertwined, communication so rapid, that nations 
are sensitive to and are affected almost instantly by happen- 


ings anywhere. And no individual, no minority, can escape 
responsibility for the course of human affairs, any more than 
can the majority. If, as has been said, the minorities to- 
gether now constitute a majority, they might better recognize 
their strength as increased responsibility for the public wel- 
fare, than use it in a show of power that threatens peace and 
order. Liberties and freedoms are for those who can use 
and respect them. That minorities often have their just 
grievances, is not to be denied, and most of them have the 
statesmanship to work peacefully for their adjustment. But 
those groups who depend upon the primitive idea of force 
for a solution—who advocate the use of aggression either in 
the active form of terrorism and war, or in a passive form 
that paralyzes a nation’s transport and industry—need self- 
examination. 

The unenlightened supposition that the rights of minori- 
ties, or even of majorities, can ever properly be achieved by 
disregarding the rights of other groups, finds no basis in his- 
tory or right reason. Self-centered minorities can and have 
destroyed nations. A minority which uses its balance of 
power to compel special legislation that endangers the wel- 
fare of all; a minority which hesitates not to starve a city; a 
minority, even of 200 million, which prevents the making of 
peace in the world, must accept accountability not only to 
itself but to society in general, for the power which it wields. 

And accountable they will be, for time runs against all 
tyrannies. The human spirit is essentially a force for 
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progress—an irresistible force—and herein lies the hope of 
the world and the role of education. Education with its 
broad sweep of accumulating thought and accomplishment, 
must and will raise men’s standards of conduct, brush aside 
the hallucinations of aggressive war, increase regard for the 
rights of others, and so clear the way for the ever higher 
life of generations to come. 


It is for continuing participation in such a venture that 
we welcome a new academic year. All fields of constructive 
thought and creative effort contribute to the advancement 
of mankind; whatever the field of interest, let education 
develop individual abilities to their greatest and broadest 
capacity, that Time and the human spirit may touch the 
heights in the near, rather than the distant, future. 


Education for Freedom 


ACHIEVE AN ADULT MATURITY 
By JAMES H. HALSEY, President, University of Bridgeport, Conn. 
Delivered at the opening Student Convocation, University of Bridgeport, Bridgeport, Conn., September 29, 1947 


CANNOT conceive that there are any persons in: this 

audience who would disagree with the statement that 

the ultimate goal of education in America is freedom. 
There are, unfortunately, some people in our country, and 
there are many in other countries, who certainly act as 
though they do not believe in freedom. However, we 
Americans have dedicated our government, our institutions, 
and yes, our very lives to freedom. We have just gone 
through a horrible war for the purpose of preserving free- 
dom. Thus, it is natural that we should set freedom as our 
essential purpose of education. 

We, in colleges both faculty and students, must keep this 
goal of freedom clearly in view, because it is principally 
from the students in college that our leaders come. You who 
represent the student body of the University of Bridgeport, 
and your fellow students in other colleges throughout the 
land, are a highly selected group—you are one in five of 
all people your age. Therefore, upon you rests a greater 
responsibility in this matter of freedom because you are be- 
ing given greater opportunities. As the potential leaders of 
people in a free country, you must help us to help you to- 
ward an education for freedom. 

And so, I would say to you today as we open this twenty- 
first year of our college, that each and everyone of us must 
keep this goal forever before him. And to the members of 
the faculty I say specifically that regardless of what we teach, 
how we teach, or whom we teach, education for freedom 
must be the ultimate objective. 

Now, even though we may have a unanimity of opinion on 
this goal of education, there seems to exist some disagree- 
ment and some confusion about how we can best educate for 
freedom. We are sometimes so much concerned with grades, 
curricula, prerequisites, degrees, and all the other mechanics 
of education that we not only overlook the obvious means to 
achieve freedom, but we sometimes even lose sight of the 
goal altogether. 

At the risk of being charged with an attempt at over- 
simplification of a very complicated matter, I am going to 
try to point out for you the most obvious method which 
should be used in education to achieve freedom. And in 
order to make this point crystal-clear, and to strip it of any 
ambiguities and confusions, I am going to give it to you in 
one simple word. This word describes the fully educated 
person, and this word also is the one which is the requisite 
for freedom. Without the qualities which this word implies, 
there can never be any freedom; with the full development 
of the qualities implied by this word we can always have 
freedom. 


This one word is MATURITY! 





Yes, in my opinion, education in general, and college 
education in particular in aiming to prepare people for free- 
dom, must help young people achieve an adult maturity; 
an adult maturity of human living which will make them 
informed and articulate, self-disciplined and reasonable, 
responsible and purposeful. In other words a full and com- 
- adult maturity is what makes them capable of being 

ree. 

There are three kinds of maturity which a cellege educa- 
tion should help develop. I would be the first to admit that 
it is not necessary to go to college to develop these three 
kinds of maturity, but I believe it is possible to acquire them 
more readily and more quickly in college than in the world 
at large. Furthermore, I believe that a person who does not 
possess all three of these kinds of maturity is not educated, 
regardless of the number of years he has spent in college or 
the number of degrees he may have earned. 

The first kind of maturity a college education should give 
you is An Intellectual Maturity. This is the primary objec- 
tive of a college education and the one for which a college is 
ideally arranged. 

An intellectual maturity is characterized by the reading of 
good literature, interest in dramatics, music, and art, by 
acquaintance with the material in text books, by one’s 
curiosity about the world in which he lives, and by one’s 
ability to understand and explain. A person who is intellec- 
tually mature is a thinker and one who can cope with ideas, 
thoughts, and abstractions. 

The men who gave us our original concept of freedom and 
who wrote the Declaration of Independence and the Consti- 
tution, Adams, Jefferson and Franklin, and the men such as 
Lincoln and Wilson, who interpreted and enunciated these 
great documents, were men of intellectual maturity. They 
could understand ideas, and they could explain ideas. 

Perhaps you have heard the little epigram which goes like 
this: “Great minds discuss ideas, average minds discuss 
events, and little minds discuss people.” Those who spend 
most of their discussion time in talk about people and events 
are not intellectually mature. 

In spite of the persistent efforts of our schools and colleges 
to help their students achieve an intellectual maturity, we in 
this country are very immature in many ways. This is what 
a current writer says: “We are a nation of children who 
refuse to grow up. The pleasures of the lower school grades 
are the main leisure preoccupations of the average grown 
American: games, sports, parties, fairy tales on the screen, 
the soap opera, magazine fiction and comics. We use our 
automobiles as big baby carriages.” 

An intellectual maturity is a basic necessity of citizens in 
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a free country such as ours because free citizens must make 
decisions for themselves. If your college education, which 
deals primarily with ideas, words, and thoughts, does not 
help you in attaining this intellectual maturity, then your 
college educations will have failed you. 

The second kind of a maturity that a college education 
should give you is Emotional Maturity. This kind of ma- 
turity makes you a reasonable and a self-disciplined human 
being. It makes you easy to get along with, and live happily 
with your fellow-men. It helps you to be “big about little 
things,’ and to overcome childish actions; it teaches you to 
solve your problems by the conference method instead of by 
the combat method. It teaches you to win without humbling 
your opponent and to lose without an alibi. This kind of 
maturity is absolutely necessary for freedom! 

Certainly the world today desperately needs human beings 
of emotional maturity. We need statesmen who will talk out 
their diplomatic problems without breaking up a conference 
and walking out of meetings. We need business executives 
and labor leaders who can sit across the conference table and 
not hurl insults and false accusations at one another. We 
need husbands and wives, fathers and mothers, who are 
sufficiently grown up so that they are willing to solve their 
domestic problems without breaking up the home. 

We don't want adults who pick up their marbles and dolls 
and go home, who throw tantrums, or who resort to alcohol 
and other escape devices when they can’t have their own 
way. We want people who can control their emotions, and 
who make decisions with their heads instead of their hearts; 
only self-disciplined and self-controlled peopie can be trusted 
with freedom. 

‘Those of you who follow the news of baseball know about 
Jackie Robinson, first-baseman on the Brooklyn Dodgers, 
who is the first avowed Negro on a big league team. In his 
initial season in the major leagues he has been voted “Rookie 
of the Year,” he holds several records for batting, fielding, 
and base running, and he is credited with being one of the 
main reasons for the Dodgers’ winning the pennant this 
season. 

As one who is mildly interested in baseball, I am impressed 
by Robinson’s playing ability, but | am much more impressed 
by his quality of emotional maturity. Because he is a Negro, 
Robinson has been subjected to a regime of self-discipline 
which would drive the average person toward a nervous 
breakdown. He could not object to an umpire’s decision 
(a baseball player’s most cherished privilege) ; when another 
player insulted him he had to grin and bear it; he had to 
leave the ball park after games by a secret exit; he could not 
accept any social invitations; he could not endorse any com- 
mercial products or write articles. He was jeered at, and 
frequently spiked by baserunners. 

In spite of all these difficulties, Jackie Robinson has be- 
come one of the best baseball players of the year—but what 
is much more important is that he has proved he is a man 
who has reached emotional maturity. 

‘The treatment which Jackie Robinson has received is an 
indication of the lack of emotional maturity on the part of 
a country which would impose these kinds of rules and re- 
strictions on a man because he is a Negro. 

Yes, this quality of emotional maturity is important. The 
lack of emotional maturity is manifested by greed, envy, 
jealousy, hate, and the desire for revenge. The lack of it 
is the factor which causes 80% of the persons in business 
and industry to lose their jobs. 

And so, the second kind of a maturity which you must 
acquire if you would live a full and a meaningful life and 
it you want to learn freedom, is emotional maturity. If you 





do not learn this in college, you will sooner or later have to 
learn it out in life where the stakes are higher, the costs are 
greater, and the losses are much more severe. 

The third kind of maturity which you should get from 
your college experience is Ethical Maturity. This is the 
kind of maturity which makes you responsible and purpose- 
ful, reliable and honest—this is the kind of maturity which 
urges you to try to make the world a better place to live in 
by trying to be of service to your fellow men. This is the 
kind of maturity which free citizens need if they are to ac- 
cept the civic responsibilities of a democratic government. 

Those who have a high degree of ethical maturity are the 
ones who can “Carry a Message to Garcia.” When they 
have a job to do, they do it—willingly, promptly, and effi- 
ciently. An Ethical Maturity means that a person’s word is 
good. It means that a person can be allowed a high degree of 
individual initiative and freedom; such persons do not have 
to be forced and compelled, or supervised and constantly 
checked upon. 

Another characteristic of this kind of maturity is perse- 
verance—the will to finish a job once undertaken no matter 
how difficult or how monotonous or how unpleasant it might 
be. Young people in college and those just out of college 
usually have a high degree of initiative—they are eager, 
enthusiastic, and generally interested in many things. How- 
ever, initiative alone is not enough—there is another quality 
which is even more important and that is “finitiative.” 
When people tell me about their initiative, I always wonder 
about their “finitiative.” Can they see a job through to satis- 
factory completion? The world pays a high price to those 
who can start and finish a project! 

Another implication of Ethical Maturity is its expression 
in individuals of the desire to be of real service in life. 
Ministers, teachers, doctors, research engineers, missionaries, 
and people in these kinds of work have a high degree of 
ethical maturity. 

Business men who devote much of their time to worthy 
causes and give generously of their wealth are also examples 
of persons with a high degree of ethical maturity. 

If your college education is effective, you will acquire this 
third type of maturity, ethical maturity. Your associations 
with the ladies and gentlemen who constitute a college 
faculty and who possess this characteristic in a very high 
degree, and your introduction to the lives of the great men 
and women of the ages who were selfless and motivated by 
the desire of service, will inspire you. I would not want to 
say which of these three kinds of maturity is the most im- 
portant for freedom, but I would say to you that an ethical 
maturity is the one which gives the greatest amount of per- 
sonal satisfaction. 

Well, members of the student body of the University of 
Bridgeport, here are the requisites for education for freedom. 
Maturity must be our goal in education if we are to achieve 
freedom. Furthermore, we must remember that there are 
three parts to maturity and that an equal balance must be 
retained among all of them. The development of anyone 
of these qualities of maturity at the expense of the other 
two will not make us fully educated persons who are ready 
for, and capable of, living as free citizens in a free society. 

Our schools, and especially our colleges must continue 
their good work in their endeavors at education for freedom. 
They must never forget, however, that the most effective 
means of education for freedom is the development in their 
students of a high degree of adult maturity, and that an 
adult maturity implies a maturity of the intellect, of the 
emotions, and of ethics. 
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The Goal We Seek 


“WE MUST ESTABLISH OUR OWN GOVERNMENT OURSELVES” 


By SYNGMAN RHEE, Chairman, Representative Democratic Council of South Korea 
Delivered to the Korean Representative Assembly, Seoul, Korea, August 27, 1947 


HE policy of the United States toward Korea during 
the period since the defeat of Japan has been to 
select the best available choice among three possible 
alternatives : 
1. To establish a coalition government for Korea in agree- 
ment with Soviet Russia. 


2. To establish a government in south Korea which for 
a number of years would be controlled politically and: eco- 
nomically by the United States, during which time the 
Korean people would gain experience in the administration 
of their own affairs and thus be prepared for eventual com- 
plete independence. 

3. To hold a general election and establish a national 
congress and a national government in accordance with the 
sovereign will of the people. 

Among these three alternatives, the first has finally been 
eliminated because of the deadlock that developed between 
the delegates of the United States and Soviet Russia in the 
Joint Commission. Therefore, the choice now rests be- 
tween the remaining two possibilities. 

The plan for a partial government, limited and controlled 
by the United States, seems at present to be receiving the 
most attention by American policy makers. Advocates of 
this policy declare that since the Korean people were under 
Japanese rule during the past forty years, they necessarily 
lack political experience. They incline naturally to party 
factionalism and indulge needlessly in individual struggles 
for power. Such being the case, they contend, independence 
would not only confuse the Koreans in their domestic affairs, 
but would also cloud international relations. Therefore, 
they conclude, the United States will have to continue its 
control over south Korea for some time. 

We, however, irrevocably demand the acceptance of alter- 
native number three. There are several reasons why we 
take this stand. 

The basic reason is that we do as a people unquestionably 
possess the ability for self-control and self-government. 
When we recover our political government we shall be 
able to solve our many pressing problems, both internal and 
international, better than any foreigners could solve them 
for us. This we absolutely understand and believe. 

Equally as important, if limitations and controls are 
placed upon us, under the theory that we are unable to 
govern ourselves, such controls may well last for several 
decades before a condition is achieved that would appear 
satisfactory in the eyes of those who now urge such external 
controls. We are deeply concerned by such reasoning. Our 
people are resolved for immediate independence and demand 
it. A long period of foreign control would not be tolerated. 
The result would be the sacrifice of many Korean lives, the 
useless expenditure by the United States of great sums of 
money, and a tragic weakening of the traditional friendship 
between Korea and America. Consequently the adoption 
of the second alternative would be a great disaster for both 
Korea and the United States. 

We who live in the midst of these conditions and who 
see these dangers must do our best to explain’ the reasons 
for the inapplicability of continued external control to the 


great statesmen and leaders of public opinion in the United 
States. Our job is to make them understand what is in- 
volved. The results of bad publicity carried on by the 
Japanese against Korea for forty years have implanted the 
idea in the world that Koreans are unable to govern them- 
selves. Many people who influence world opinion and 
actions have that hazy idea in their heads, and we must 
help them get rid of it. In doing so, the best approach we 
can use is to show the world that our country is one—united 
and homogeneous. 

National unity does not mean that we should dissolve 
all our poln.cal and social organizations, and in name and 
principle become one party. But if we have the same pur- 
pose and have spiritual unity, we shall be able to agree upon 
common procedures for the accomplishment of our common 
goal. Since our entire people, including those of the north 
(in the Russian-occupied zone) do have the same objective, 
our spiritual unity has already been demonstrated. 

On the other hand, among those who advocate the second 
alternative, there are certain ones who emphasize the idea 
of disunity among the Korean people and point toward the 
divided rule of our country. We who see and know what 
is the purpose of this propaganda must work to make it 
useless. We must prove to the world that this propaganda 
is false. Let us forget about political and factional differ- 
ences and rise to a higher level of common friendship, That 
is the only way by which such propaganda may be destroyed. 

Still others among us say that if we want real independ- 
ence we must not cooperate with any other countries. This 
is empty talk, in view of the realities of our situation. At 
the present time, even the largest and richest countries, es- 
pecially when they face a threat of war, must have the co- 
operation of other nations to strengthen them for such a 
venture. With empty hands, if we stand alone, with no 
one to give us sympathy and hope, how could we possibly 
clear avowed enemies of our independence from our land. 
To talk of not wanting help from other nations is misleading. 

The main stream of public opinion among our people is 
that in order to restore our independence we must hold an 
election and establish a government. But there are certain 
politicians among the Americans who differ with us, saying 
that it is their purpose to help the Korean people to work 
toward independence but at the present time independence 
is impossible. Under such circumstances, we must do every- 
thing to consolidate our unity in order to break up that idea 
and to achieve complete independence as soon as possible. 
We must get the sympathy and understanding of the Ameri- 
can public in combatting this charge of incapacity to rule 
ourselves. If we should take the position of not cooperating 
with the Americans who want to help us, we shall lose a 
powerful supporting force. At the same time, we must 
keep in mind that there are some who have ulterior mo- 
tives. By ourselves, how could we combat those ambitious 
men and achieve our goal of freedom! 

What we mean by cooperating with Americans is to co- 
operate with those who support our demand for independ- 
ence. This is the best way to strengthen our stand against 
the minority group that is trying to stamp out the determi- 
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nation for self-government. A corollary purpose is to build 
our strength in opposing nations that are seeking to destroy 
the whole concept of Korean independence. 


We want to cooperate with the United States. What 
must be clearly understood is that we shall not sacrifice our 
basic principles in an attempt to buy friendship. There- 
fore, our cooperation is directed along every line that brings 
us closer to our objective. 

There is a faction of public opinion in the United States 
that asserts Koreans do not want American troops stationed 
in our country. ‘They declare, then, that American troops 
may be withdrawn, regardless of what Russia may do in 
the North. They urge that an American withdrawal will 
save occupation expenses, and will remove one possibility 
of war. Any representation of that as a Korean desire is 
simply not true and is the result of either misunderstanding 
or the instigation of those who hope to gain by it. We 
must realize that there are certain groups among Americans 
who would gladly see Korea lose her independence. They 
are the ones who advocate withdrawal of American troops, 
while the Russians remain. 


We have never demanded that Americans alone with- 
draw, and we do not do so now. What the United States 
may decide to do about it is its own business. However, 
the division of Korea into two zones was brought about 
by a Russian-American agreement. The simple act of with- 
drawing could not relieve the Americans of their responsi- 
bilities. If certain Americans wished to withdraw their 
troops, the American people, who take seriously the prin- 
ciples of justice and responsibility, would not permit them 
to do so. There is, therefore, a real need. for basic and 
mutual cooperation between Korea and the United States 
to solve the problem of the 38th parallel division. 


Now there are certain people who contend that as long 
as American troops remain in Korea, our country cannot 
possibly be independent. This may be true theoretically, 
but it is not true actually. After the war ended, American 
troops remained in China for several months, but that did 
not interfere with Chinese independence. Many other 
countries in which troops were stationed retained their in- 
dependence. This is a special arrangement necessitated 
by the war. At the present time, we are still in the midst 
of conditions born out of the war. We are enduring a 
division of our country that was a war measure. There 
will simply be a retention of a small number of soldiers 
here to help us maintain peace and order, due to those 
war-born conditions. They will not interfere with our 
national rights nor with our sovereignty. Therefore, to 


What Russia Has 





WHAT THIS MEANS TO THE UNITED STATES 


say that it is impossible to have independence with occu- 
pation troops is not reasonable. 

In America the view is being expressed that sooner or 
later a conflict between the United States and Russia will 
come. Therefore, many believe they should settle their dif- 
ferences now, before the atomic bomb ceases to be an Amer- 
ican monopoly. This view is not expressed by responsible 
officials, so that it cannot be said to be an official policy. 
It would be difficult for anyone to say when or whether 
the storm might break. But if the situation darkens, the 
whole world would be dragged into it, and we alone could 
not avoid it. Since we are necessarily involved in the 
world struggle, we must have our own plans to govern 
our own actions on the international stage, not only for 
the sake of self-preservation, but also to fulfill our responsi- 
bilities as a member of the world family of nations. We 
cannot have a place in the world except through fulfillment 
of our duties and responsibilities. 

Regardless of how or when the next war might come, 
we could not draw aside from it, for if we did, when it 
concluded we should again be in the sad, miserable situ- 
ation we are in today. After Pearl Harbor, we tried to 
get belligerent status by every means in our power, but 
certain officials in the State Department blocked our every 
attempt. Because of this opposition, we were never able 
to exert our full force toward the defeat of our enemy. 

If, at that time, the American State Department had 
heeded our plans, we should have avoided this disaster of 
the North and South division of our country. The United 
States would not have this headache today, caused by the 
troublesome Korean problem. At that time, in the Far 
Eastern Division of the Department of State there were 
some officials who believed in the past Japanese propaganda, 
and did not pay any attention to Korea. As a result, we 
are now treated much worse than a defeated enemy nation. 
Such a lesson teaches that we must do everything possible 
to recover our sovereignty. We must rush every prepara- 
tion for national defense. And we must solve the interna- 
tional and domestic problems confronting us in order that 
we may hold our rightful place among nations. 

As the essential element in solving all these international 
and domestic problems, we must establish our own govern- 
ment ourselves. 

In order to do our duty towards our own people, we 
must help them in their economic difficulties, restore our 
national sovereignty, and bear our part in the construction 
of world peace. We must hold our general election as 
soon as possible. We must recognize this as the first step 
in the reconstruction of our national life. 


Done in Hungary 


By H. F. A. SCHOENFELD, Former Minister to Hungary from the United States 
Delivered before the Economic Club of Detroit, Detroit, Michigan, September 22, 1947 


5 ' THEN your distinguished president invited me to 
come to Detroit to meet you, I can only say I was 
deeply flattered, especially as he took the precau- 

tion of sending me, at the same time as his invitation, the 

literature of the Club, which shows the calibre of its mem- 
bership and the distinction of the speakers whom you have 
honored by your invitations, and who have addressed you. 

I understand from the invitation announcements that I 


am to speak to you about what Russia has done in Hungary, 
and what it means to the United States. I am glad to do 
so, not only because Russia has undertaken in Hungary to 
operate exclusively by its own agents, but also because 
Hungary represents an instance of methods which are ap- 
plicable, and which would be or have been used, anywhere 
that similar opportunities present themselves. 

I went to Hungary in May, 1945. At that time, the 
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city of Budapest was a shatnbles. It had been the scene of 
a long and bloody fight during the winter, and had been 
seized by the Red Army in February of that year, with 
the taking of some 70,000 Nazis as prisoners of war. They 
had holed up on the buttressed western bank of the Danube, 
which rises, as you may remember—those of you who have 
seen Budapest—very sharply from the river’s edge, toward 
a hill called Castle Hill. 

All that area was destroyed, and much of the rest of the 
city likewise. The debris and devastation of war were evi- 
dent everywhere. The stench of death was very noticeable. 
To us who were arriving there after an interval of some 
twenty-three years, when I had been there before, at the 
time I was serving as Secretary of our Legation at Vienna, 
the contrast which the city’s appearance presented from 
the gay and charming city I had seen before was very im- 
pressive. 

I found, when I got there, that the Allied Control Com- 
mission—the ACC, as we called it for short—was already 
established in Budapest. That Allied Control Commission 
was set up under the provisions of the Armistice. The 
Armistice agreement was concluded in January, ’45, and 
provided for representation by the British and ourselves, 
under the chairmanship of the Soviet representative. 

The Soviet representative was the famous Marshal Vor- 
oshilov. Voroshilov, you may remember, had been Minister 
of War at the time of the war between the Soviet Union 
and Finland. To me, who had also served as Minister in 
Finland during those tragic days of 1939 and 1940, the 
Winter War, so-called, on until the end of 1942, it was 
a matter of particular interest to see how Marshal Voro- 
shilov, who had conducted, controlled, the campaign against 
the Finns, was going to carry on his control of a country 
which was now occupied by his troops. 

I called on the Marshal a few days after arriving, and 
told him why I was there. My instructions from the Presi- 
dent were to observe conditions there. I was not a mem- 
ber of the Control Commission. We had a military repre- 
sentative who represented us on that Commission in the 
person of Major General W. S. Key, a well-known officer 
of the Army, National Guard, who was one of the few 
National Guard generals, and a division commander in 
the war. 

I told the Marshal I was there to observe conditions, 
to report to my government, and I was also expected to 
maintain relations with the Hungarians themselves. Of 
course, it was an anomalous state of affairs in international 
usage to have a diplomatic representative in that status in 
a country which was under a military occupation, and os- 
tensibly under the control of a military commission on 
which we were represented. ‘The Marshal had some diffi- 
culty in understanding that, and imagined that I was going 
to be attached to General Key’s staff in some capacity, but 
I disabused him on that. 

I explained to him why I was there, as an independent 
representative of the President. He didn’t like it very 
much but he accepted it. 

In the meantime, however, he had given very strict 
orders to the Hungarians that they were not to be too 
forthcoming with information to the American Legation, 
the American Mission. In fact, they were told that all 
communications between the American Mission and them- 
selves must be channeled through him, the Marshal. 

As a matter of fact, the Hungarian officials of the Pro- 
visional Government were anxious to establish contact with 
us. They looked upon us in a friendly way. 

That Provisional Government had been set up, hand- 








picked, to be sure, by the Soviets in December, '44, but it 
was composed of a pretty broad representation of the main 
elements in Hungary who were not associated with the 
Nazi regime, which had been driven out. They were not, 
in other words, Communist-minded, they were not Soviet- 
minded. 

They were hopeful and aspired to the status of an au- 
tonomous, self-regulating regime, which would eventually 
take over the country under the peace treaties, and they 
hoped, of course, at that time the peace treaties would be 
negotiated rapidly and normal conditions would be restored. 

All through the summer of 1945, there was talk of 
an election which was to be held to set up the framework 
for the establishment of a permanent government, and in- 
deed in November, 1945, those elections were held. 

By some strange inadvertence, as it turned, on the part 
of the Communist Party, those elections were free. I 
think they were probably the first free elections that had 
ever been held in Hungary, and they resulted in a Com- 
munist representation of some 17 per cent of the popular 
vote, which nearly ran to five millions. 

The Small Landholders Party got a decided majority of 
some 57 per cent of the popular vote. The Social Demo- 
cratic Party, which, as you know, is a very old party in 
European countries, came in with some 18 per cent of the 
popular vote, and the rest was scattered. 

In November, 1945, therefore, and under this election 
which resulted in this non-Communist majority, it was de- 
cided to harmonize all party differences, and they set up 
a so-called coalition government. The Prime Minister of 
that government was the leader of the Small Holders Party, 
but significantly enough, as we saw at the time and as has 
been demonstrated by subsequent events, the Ministry of 
the Interior, which in a country like Hungary is a critical 
one, was given to the Communists. 

The Ministry of the Interior is critical in that area be- 
cause it controls the internal administrative setups, includ- 
ing, of course, the police and political police. ‘That enables 
the Ministry of the Interior pretty well to control the de- 
velopment of social and political life. 

However, the government was set up on that basis, and 
took office and drafted the legislation, which established the 
republic. In January, 1946, the republic was established 
with a Smallholder as president, a man named Tildy, who 
is still president, elected for a four-year term, and another 
leader of the Smallholders Party, in the person of Mr. 
Nagy, as Prime Minister. 

On February 1, 1946, the republic actually went into 
effect and started operations. That, of course, was nearly 
a year after the beginning of the occupation, and during 
that period of occupation, the year preceding the setting 
up of the republic, the Communist party had begun and 
carried forward its process of infiltration of the adminis- 
tration. 

When the Red Army went into Hungary, they brought 
with them a group of well-trained Communists under the 
leadership of a man named Rakosi, whose name you have 
doubtless seen in the press, a man of great capacity, great 
ability. He was a Hungarian. He had been some four- 
teen or sixteen years in prison under the Horthy regime, 
the reactionary regime which was in power before the war. 

Rakosi and a number of associates came back with the 
Red Army, and with its assistance began to infiltrate the 
administration. As you can imagine, the government, all 
the administrative apparatus of government, had been thor- 
oughly destroyed and knocked to pieces. It was a rela- 
tively easy matter for those men to get their hands on the 
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strategic positions in the government, at the lower levels 
as well as in some of the higher levels. 

Inasmuch as the Communists had a parliamentary minor- 
ity, it became necessary for them to acquire power in de- 
spite of the majority will. They proceeded definitely to 
go about that by disintegrating the majority in power. I 
won't go into details of how they did that, but they did it 
very effectively. Eventually, as you recall, last spring they 
drove out the Prime Minister of the Smallholders Party, 
who came to this country and recently wrote some rather 
interesting and, I think, accurate articles describing his ex- 
perience, which appeared in the Saturday Evening Past. 

‘That was the development up until the time I left on 
the first of June, 1947, and during the summer, as you 
recall from the press, preparations were made for a new 
election to ratify this Communist control on the strength 
of the disruption of the non-Communist majority. The re- 
sult of the election at the end of last month was a slight 
increase in the numerical proportion of the Communist vote 
which had been some 15 per cent, to 21, by the complete 
disintegration of the majority and its splitting up into all 
kinds of parties. 

The effect is, of course, to give the Communists, through 
their control of the strategic posts in the government, actual 
effective domination of the administration. 

In giving you that brief survey of the political develop- 
ment, I don’t want to neglect certain other features. “The 
economic, for instance. On the economic side, as soon as 
| got there in May, 1945, Marshal Voroshilov and the 
Russians began to press hard for the conclusion secretly of 
a reparations agreement. 

Now, the agreement which established the Allied Con- 
trol Commission, which was known as the Armistice Agree- 
ment of January, 1945, provided for the payment of repara- 
tions to the Soviet Union in the amount of $200,000,000, 
at 1938 values, and of $100,000,000 divided equally be- 
tween Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia. In May, 1945, just 
after | got there, Marshal Voroshilov began to press the 
Hungarians for the implementation of that undertaking. 

We, of course, deprecated these secret negotiations, of 
which we were aware, but we couldn’t do anything about it. 
It was certainly not legitimate without consultation with 
the other Allies to force upon the Hungarians a reparation 
agreement which was going to control the whole economy 
of that country. 

Our activities in that respect failed. We were unable 
to make any headway. The Russian Army was there, and 
an agreement was concluded, and it laid the groundwork 
for the subsequent infiltration of Communist control into 
the whole economy of Hungary. 

By that deal, under-valuation of deliveries, of equipment 
and supplies which the Russians took from Hungary, the 
balancing of accounts led to a tremendous increase in the 
actual burden upon the Hungarians. 

Apart from the reparations, there was, of course, the 
little matter of the removals of industrial equipment. The 
Russians were not very clear in their own minds, prob- 
ably, but certainly not in any explanations they saw fit to 
vive anybody else, about the distinction between removals 
for reparation purposes and removals as war booty. They 
claimed they could take almost everything, and they did, 
including property that belonged to American interests. 

There were some important properties in Hungary, in- 
cluding Standard Oil Company, International Telephone 
and Telegraph Company, and others. The General Elec- 
tric Company had interests indirectly there. For instance, 
the Osram electric light bulb factory was removed almost 
bodily from Hungary, but on the ground of war booty. 








Our representations about these matters were, I shall say, 


relatively unsuccessful. We saved some of these things, 
but we didn’t save them all. 

These removals were superseded in the summer of 1945 
by a so-called economic agreement supplementing the repa- 
rations agreement. The economic agreement was concluded 
at Moscow by the representatives of the Hungarian Gov- 
ernment and the Soviet Union. It laid the groundwork for 
the creation of certain joint enterprises, so-called, on the 
strength of the acquisition of German assets by the Soviets 
under the Potsdam Agreement of July, 1945. 

Mr. Truman, Mr. Churchill and Marshal Stalin met, 
and it was agreed that the Soviets were to receive, besides 
a share of general German reparations, all the German 
assets in Eastern Europe. Now, what were German assets 
was never very clearly defined; in fact, was never defined 
at all. The gentleman on my right (Mr. Dodge) can 
testify to the fact that in his negotiations in Austria, he 
was unable to get a satisfactory definition. 

On the strength of the Potsdam assignment to the Soviets 
of the German assets in Hungary, further economic agree- 
ments were negotiated for the setting up of joint enter- 
prises in which the German assets acquired by the Soviets 
were to be put into the pot as the Soviet contribution for 
the operation of these joint enterprises. 

The joint enterprise had to do with Danube River navi- 
gation and aviation, they had to do with oil, they had to 
do with bauxite—bauxite being, as you industrialists re- 
member, practically the principal asset of Hungary. These 
companies were set up on a 50-50 basis. The theory was 
that, while they would be under Russian management, the 
Hungarians would benefit also by virtue of their contribu- 
tion to them in the form of the resources that they had 
available. 

We protested in Moscow against the negotiation of 
these deals. We hadn’t been consulted. Our protests, both 
against the general basic economic agreement and against 
these company agreements, went by the board and received 
no attention in Moscow. 

Those aspects of the economic picture, I think, should be 
supplemented by giving you some insight into the rela- 
tions between the Communists as a political party and 
through their representation in some of the trade unions, 
and the other labor elements represented by the Social 
Democratic Party. 

The trade unions in Hungary had always been Social 
Democratic and under Social Democratic control until the 
invasion of the Russians and the resurrection of the Com- 
munist Party. Some of the trade unions in Hungary are 
still ostensibly under Social Democratic control. There is 
very little love lost between those unions which are Social 
Democratic and those which are Communist-controlled. 

However, the Communist-controlled trade unions are 
the unions in strategic positions. They include transporta- 
tion workers and mine workers, among others. Of course, 
the Communist Party was always able to use the threat 
of a stoppage of work in the transportation industry and 
the mining industry as a club over the head of the admin- 
istration in case it should do anything which was unac- 
ceptable from a Communist point of view. 

With reference to the control of public opinion, the pat- 
tern in Hungary, of course, is a familiar one in all Soviet- 
dominated countries and all Communist-dominated coun- 
tries. 

There isn’t any ostensible, open control in the sense of 
previous censorship in Hungary. It isn’t in that respect 
as it is in the Soviet Union. For a time, until relatively 
recently, there was a rather unusual degree of press free- 
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dom and freedom of discussion in Hungary—unusual, I 
mean, in a Soviet-dominated area. 

But it soon became apparent to the Russian as well as 
to the Communist Party, that this was an extremely un- 
desirable state of affairs. It became necessary from their 
point of view to fasten the control of their Party, of their 
interest, on the expression of opinion. 

That was done by direct and by indirect methods. The 
indirect methods included the control of newsprint. A 
newspaper, for instance, which wasn’t acceptable from their 
point of view, very promptly learned that newsprint was 
not available to it. That was, of course, an effective means 
of control in itself, and made people in the newspaper world 
hesitant to incur the displeasure of the Communist au- 
thorities. 

Their radio was controlled by the installation of Soviet 
representatives actually in the broadcasting stations. Noth- 
ing was allowed to go out which did not meet with their 
approval. 

The right of assembly was controlled. Police licenses 
for the holding of public meetings were not granted unless 
it was acceptable from the Communist point of view. 

I have outlined for you some of the aspects of the Com- 
munist system of infiltration and domination in a typical 
area. I say a typical area rather reluctantly, because 
Hungary was perhaps less typical in some respects than 
most of the other countries in Eastern Europe. 

The reason it wasn’t so typical is that the Hungarians 
have been traditionally connected with the western world. 
Whatever their ethnic origin may be, and it is believed, or 
known historically, that they came from the east, they had 
been for centuries in direct contact with the western world, 
and in general the culture of Hungary is more closely re- 
lated to that of its neighbors to the west than it is to the 
countries of the east. 

The aspirations of the Hungarian people, therefore, must 
be analogous to the aspirations of people in the western 
countries neighbor to Hungary, rather than related to the 
more easterly neighbors of Hungary. 

I asked myself very often when I was there how it was 
that, under this pressure of the Communist Party backed 
by the power of the forces of the occupation, the general atti- 
tude of Hungarians could be reconciled with the realities 
of the situation, because they were certainly friendly to the 
United States, they aspired to have something of the 
kind of life which they think we have, they wanted to 
develop their country along those lines if they could. 

How was it, therefore, that they were able to maintain 
some semblance of balance between the actual reality under 
the Communist domination, and the desire to get help and 
assistance and sympathy from the United States? 

The answer to that question, of course, is that they have 
been balancing in that same way for a very long time, be- 
tween the great powers. Their geographical position, lying 
as they do in the very path of the main lines of force in 
Europe, has given them a skill and a special aptitude for 
adaptation to the pressures of the great powers, and they 
did it pretty successfully for a very long time. 

To be sure, they got into trouble this last time by co- 
operating with the Germans. They did that largely be- 
cause of their internal situation. You remember from your 
reading that the dominant force and dominant social ele- 
ments in Hungary were large land owners. Their interests, 
as they thought, lay with the maintenance of the status 
quo. They thought the Germans would enable them to 
keep their power, though they were soon undeceived by 
the development of the Nazi infiltration. By the time the 








Russians came in there in the spring of 1945, the old 
oligarchical elements, the feudal elements, apart from those 
who fled with the Nazis, were pretty well disillusioned, 
and they were quite prepared to cooperate with anybody 
who would save their bacon. 

The land reform which was instituted in the spring of 
1945 was not done really by the Russians, although they 
claim credit for it. It has been an aspiration of the Hun- 
garian peasantry for a long time to divide up the land. 


It wasn’t effective, of course, in any real economic sense, 
because there were too many peasants without land and 
too little land to divide up, but it was a move in the right 
direction, and the aspirations that I speak of among the 
peasantry to have something approximating American life 
as they understand it, some freedom, some opportunity for 
self-expression, were very strong. 


Now what, I asked myself, does this kind of a picture 
in a country situated as Hungary is, mean from the point 
of view of the United States? 

I answered the question in my own mind in this way. 
Undoubtedly, in the tension which has been increasingly 
developing between the Soviet point of view and our own 
about world questions and world affairs, we can count 
upon the basic sympathy of people in some of those areas, 
and certainly in Hungary. 

That doesn’t mean necessarily that we are going to have 
allies in a war. It means merely that, if we continue to 
cultivate them as best we can notwithstanding the diffi- 
culties, the natural inclination of these people is to co- 
operate with us and we should not overlook the opportunity 
to reciprocate. 

I don’t believe it is going to be possible for us, as a prac- 
tical matter, to get cooperation from them in the near 
future in an open direct way. I don’t think, for instance, 
that they can participate fully in any scheme which may 
be worked out to implement Mr. Marshall’s suggestion 
last June, the so-called Marshall Plan. I do think that 
it is going to be possible to integrate some of the Hun- 
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garian economic facilities and equipment into the general 
rehabilitation of Europe. 

I don’t think they should be excluded merely because 
they are dominated by the Communists. In other words, 
I believe we must do what we can to keep alive that rather 
tenuous connection which is always in danger of being 
broken, but which has not yet been completely broken, so 
that if, as and when there is a change in the world situation, 
we will not have let them go completely. That is one 
aspect of what seem to be a wise policy and a wise atti- 
tude for us to take in those areas, and particularly in a 
country like Hungary. 

There is another aspect, and that is the political one. 
After all, we are not opposed to Communism as an ideology 
because it is different from ours; we are opposed to it 
because it represents something which threatens us. Their 
point of view, the Soviet point of view, the Communist 
point of view, is very similar. They are opposed to us 
because we threaten them, in the sense that freedom is 
always a threat to tyranny. 

The history of the United States has been from its be- 
ginning a history of resistance to tyranny and to the doc- 
trine of tyranny, resistance to the idea of centralized au- 
thority. We believe in the dispersion of authority. We 
believe in the interplay of individual initiative, individual 
enterprise, individual thought. 

The Communist does not. In that respect, he simply 
represents a tradition of tyranny, which is known in Amer- 
ican history and in the history of other freedom-loving 
peoples under many names, but necessarily meaning the 
same thing. 

Therefore, if there is to be reconciliation of these con- 
flicting views, it can only be upon the basis of the domina- 
tion of the idea of freedom over the idea of tyranny, and 
that is the reason why, in my opinion, the conflict of ideology 
is so serious. 

If we accept the existence of tyranny and of the authori- 
tarian system, the totalitarian system, without awareness 
of its impact on our safety and security, we will be betray- 
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ing, it seems to me, the tradition of our history. We can’t 
do it. The Soviets feel the same way. ‘The tyranny of 
authority which is represented by the present hierarchs in 
Moscow is exactly the same tyranny as Russians and other 
Asiatics have been accustomed to for a very long time. 
The Soviets realize that it is a danger to them if we con- 
tinue to flourish. 


Now, how to reconcile these two conflicting principles? 
Obviously they can’t be reconciled directly, they can only 
be reconciled by modification of one or the other, and that 
modification can come about only in one way. It can come 
about only by the acceptance of the people who are subject 
to these totalitarian regimes, these tyrannies, of the idea for 
which we stand for, of freedom. 


We must cultivate them, we must do all we can to keep 
alive the aspirations which lie in the heart of all these 
people. How to do it, when to do it, by what methods, it 
certainly isn’t possible to go into here in any detail, but we 
must be conscious of the fact that it isn’t a struggle be- 
tween Communism or Nazism or any other kind of ism 
only, and ourselves; it is a struggle of the old type which 
we have been through so often in our history, between 
good old-fashioned tyranny, as understood in early Ameri- 
can history, and freedom. 


I think, gentlemen, that is about all I can give you in 
the way of a brief survey. I will be very glad if any of 


you have any questions to ask about concrete, specific issues, 
to answer them if I can. 


I thank you very much. 
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